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Senate
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was

called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. THURMOND).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Lord of history, we gain perspective
on the perplexities of the present by re-
membering how Your power has been
released in response to prayer in the
past. Gratefully, we remember Your
answers to prayers seeking Your
strength in struggles and Your courage
in crises. We remember those times
when Your guidance brought consensus
out of conflict and creative decisions
out of discord.

Once again, we need Your divine
intervention and inspiration. Watch
over the Senators as they unite in
seeking Your best for the future of our
Nation. Give them strength to commu-
nicate their perception of truth with
mutual respect and without rancor. We
are of one voice in asking for Your
blessing on this Senate as it exercises
the essence of democracy in its vital
debates. You have been our Guide over
the years of United States Senate his-
tory, and we trust You to lead us for-
ward today. Through our Lord and Sav-
ior. Amen.
f

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able acting majority leader, the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico.
f

SCHEDULE

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, on be-
half of the leader, I announce that this
morning the Senate will resume con-
sideration of S. Con. Res. 86, the budget
resolution. Under a previous unani-
mous consent agreement, at 10 a.m. the
Senate will resume consideration of
the Sessions amendment, No. 2166, with

30 minutes of debate equally divided,
with a vote occurring on or in relation
to the amendment at approximately
10:30 a.m. Following that vote, the Sen-
ate will resume debate of the Murray
amendment, No. 2165.

During today’s session of the Senate,
Members can anticipate debate on a
number of amendments expected to be
offered to the budget resolution. Any
Members wishing to offer amendments
should contact the managers with their
intentions. Any Members, I repeat,
wishing to offer amendments should
contact the managers with their inten-
tions.

In addition, the Senate may consider
any executive or legislative business
cleared for Senate action. Therefore,
Members can anticipate a very busy
day of floor action. As a reminder to
all Senators, the first vote will occur
at approximately 10:30 a.m.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Indiana, Senator COATS,
wishes a few moments on the Sessions
sense-of-the-Senate resolution. He can-
not be here at 10 or later, which is the
time prescribed for discussion on that
resolution, so I ask consent it be in
order for the distinguished Senator
from Indiana to discuss this sense-of-
the-Senate resolution that Senator
SESSIONS offered before 10 o’clock, as
he arrives on the Senate floor. I will
yield time to him off our side of the
bill at that point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, leadership time is
reserved.
f

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEARS 1999,
2000, 2001, 2002, AND 2003

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. Con. Res. 86,
which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 86)
setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fiscal
years 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003 and revis-
ing the concurrent resolution on the budget
for fiscal year 1998.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the concurrent resolution.

Pending:
Murray amendment No. 2165, to establish a

deficit-neutral reserve fund to reduce class
size by hiring 100,000 teachers.

Sessions/Enzi amendment No. 2166, to ex-
press the sense of Congress that the Federal
Government should acknowledge the impor-
tance of at-home parents and should not dis-
criminate against families who forego a sec-
ond income in order for a mother or father to
be at home with their children.

Gregg amendment No. 2167, to express the
sense of the Senate that this resolution as-
sumes that no immunity from liability will
be provided to any manufacturer of a to-
bacco product.

Gregg/Conrad amendment No. 2168 (to
amendment No. 2167), of a perfecting nature.

Kyl amendment No. 2169, to express the
sense of the Congress regarding freedom of
health care choice for medicare seniors.

Conrad (for Dodd) amendment No. 2173, to
establish a deficit-neutral reserve fund for
child care improvements.

Conrad/Lautenberg/Bingaman/Reed amend-
ment No. 2174, to ensure that the tobacco re-
serve fund in the resolution protects public
health.

Conrad (for Moseley-Braun) amendment
No. 2175, to express the sense of the Senate
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regarding elementary and secondary school
modernization and construction.

Conrad (for Boxer) amendment No. 2176, to
increase Function 500 discretionary budget
authority and outlays to accommodate an
initiative promoting after-school education
and safety.

Brownback amendment No. 2177, to express
the sense of the Senate regarding economic
growth, Social Security, and Government ef-
ficiency.

Burns amendment No. 2178, to express the
sense of the Senate regarding the use of agri-
cultural trade programs to promote the ex-
port of United States agricultural commod-
ities and products.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the time until 10
a.m. shall be equally divided between
the two managers.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum with the
time to be equally charged.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2166

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I would
like to take just a few moments, no
more than 5 minutes, if that is accept-
able, to speak about the pending
amendment.

Mr. President, just a couple of weeks
ago I was privileged to chair a congres-
sional symposium on the question of
child care and parenting held by the
Subcommittee on Children and Fami-
lies. The purpose was to examine many
of the issues surrounding the whole
question of child care and the needs of
America’s working families.

We tried to do what very few policy-
makers do these days. Instead of start-
ing with an assumption that a certain
program and place ought to just be ex-
panded, we went back to the basics,
back to fundamentals. We asked the
questions: What do the experts think is
best for children? What do families
think is best for them? What do they
think they need? Politics aside, special
interests aside and, in the best of all
worlds, if we were starting over, where
would we start?

What we learned from that sympo-
sium, convening experts from all across
the political spectrum, different phi-
losophies represented, but experts in
the field, including mothers who have
spent a great deal of time raising their
families and studying these issues is
that families want more time with
their children, not less time. They
want Government to allow them to
keep more of their hard-earned dollars
so that they have more choices in
terms of how they spend those dollars,
rather than deciding here that we are
just simply going to spend more money
on new programs or new bureaucracies.

We learned that they want to rely
less on child care, to have more flexible

work hours, comptime and other
profamily benefits that many Federal
employees currently enjoy. We learned
what children have is what Dr. Stanley
Greenspan calls ‘‘irreducible needs.’’
He indicated the studies have shown
there is a significant concern that our
society ‘‘has begun to advocate out-of-
home care as the desired option rather
than as a backup system for those who
need it.’’

According to experts like Jay Belsky
of Penn State University, prolonged ex-
posure to out-of-home care can have
very serious results on long-term child
development, because it impacts ad-
versely on the way a child relates and
bonds with his mother. It appears to
have a negative impact on maternal
sensitivity to the child, which is criti-
cal, as these experts have said, to child
development.

These are facts, Dr. Belsky said, that
are overwhelming and should not be
dismissed. He said they—this early
interaction and bonding between moth-
er and child—are as profound as the ef-
fects of child care on cognitive and so-
cial development.

We have invested very heavily in the
question of child care, but we ought to
be wary of proposals which fail to ad-
dress the needs and desires of a major-
ity of American children and American
families. So instead of choosing to pro-
mote a continuation of the current sys-
tem, we ought to look at what these
experts are telling us and at least try
to find a way to balance what we do to
provide incentives for parents who
often, at considerable financial sac-
rifice, choose to stay home with their
children, particularly in the early
months and early years.

We need to talk about positive fam-
ily-friendly policies, extended job
leaves, part-time work, flextime,
comptime, job sharing, telecommu-
nicating and other corporate policies
which allow families to have more time
with children, not less time with chil-
dren.

We ought to encourage ways in which
we can increase parental involvement
through tax fairness. Anybody who
studies the Tax Code knows it is the
families raising children that are most
discriminated against in our Tax Code.
We have often allowed more tax cred-
its, as a former Representative used to
say, for breeding racehorses than for
raising children, because we penalize
families that choose to stay home with
their children by narrowly linking tax
benefits to day care expenses. The de-
pendent-care tax credit says that the
more time you spend away from your
children, the more time in out-of-home
care, the greater the expense, the
greater the credit.

The Sessions amendment, which I am
here to advocate support for and vote
for, is a good first step, hopefully the
beginning of an extensive congressional
recognition of the importance of at-
home care.

We do need a strong, quality child
care program for parents who work out

of the home. We need to make sure
that it is available to parents, but we
also need to make sure that what is
available to parents is maximum
choices in terms of how they determine
the best way to raise their children.
They need to be treated equally, and
the experts tell us that they need to be
treated equally because ultimately this
is the best for children. We recognize
that not every working family can af-
ford a stay-at-home parent, but we also
recognize and need to understand that
what the experts are telling us is that
this is the preferred option, this is the
option for which we ought to be provid-
ing incentives.

This sense-of-the-Senate amendment
before us today is a way that we as a
body can recognize that fact and we
can endorse, so that in our debates
about how we expand the Tax Code, in
our debates about how we address work
policies, in our process of determining
what is best for children, we will focus
on what is best for children and look at
the balance that is necessary to ad-
dress those families that want a parent
to stay at home and take care of their
children, primarily because that is
what is best for children. If we are
talking about cognitive development,
if we are talking about social develop-
ment, we are talking about uniting
parents and children at the earliest
stages of their lives.

There is no child care provider who
can provide what a motivated mother
and informed mother can provide for
their child. There is no child care pro-
vider who can provide the love and nur-
turing necessary for the development
of that child, and we need to have in-
centives built into our law that don’t
discriminate against but actually en-
courage and enhance that selection.

Mr. President, I am pleased to sup-
port the amendment of Senator SES-
SIONS that we will shortly be voting on
and trust that it will receive an over-
whelming bipartisan encouragement
and affirmation.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say

to Senator COATS, I was very hopeful
that in spite of your schedule you
would have time to speak here this
morning. Your staff spoke to us about
it. I am very pleased you did that.

Mr. COATS. I thank the Senator
from New Mexico for providing the
time.

Mr. DOMENICI. The reason I am is
because I really believe when it comes
to this issue, while there are many peo-
ple involved and many people who
work on the issue, I listened ten-
tatively to the Senator’s observations
and his rationale, his common sense
applied to it, and I think he articulated
the very best American approach to
this.

While we may not be able to get pol-
icy adopted that accomplishes that—it
is always difficult—I compliment the
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Senator from Indiana because, indeed, I
think what he said today and what he
said before is right for the country and
right for our children and right for the
American system of work, people work-
ing to get ahead and people who want
to take care of their children instead of
going to work for part of their lives. I
really commend him for that.

Mr. COATS. I thank the Senator.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, even

though it is 5 minutes of 10 and the
order said we will start debating the
Sessions amendment at 10, I ask unani-
mous consent that, since we already
discussed it, we start the discussion
now and it be equally divided over the
next 30 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Under the previous order, the Senate
will now resume consideration of the
Sessions amendment No. 2166, on which
there shall be 30 minutes of debate
equally divided.

Mr. DOMENICI. I note the presence
of the sponsor of the amendment, Sen-
ator SESSIONS, on the floor.

Mr. ENZI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming.
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I am one of

the cosponsors of the amendment. I
yield myself 5 minutes for comments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want to make sure that he does speak,
but time is controlled.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. The sponsor is on the
floor, and he controls the time. Will
Senator SESSIONS designate that to me
for now to try to use our time?

Mr. SESSIONS. I will be pleased for
Senator ENZI to have 5 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. All right.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I am an
original cosponsor of the Sessions
sense-of-the-Congress amendment No.
2166. I firmly believe that the at-home
parents who forgo a second income so
that one parent can raise their children
do deserve some formal recognition by
their Federal Government. That is a
tough decision for parents to make, but
it is one that is being made every day,
and it is making a difference to kids.
All this sense-of-the-Congress amend-
ment does is to give some extra empha-
sis to say to parents, if you are making
this decision, consider it carefully,
consider having one of the parents
forgo their income and stay at home
and make a better life for the kids. The
purpose of it isn’t to make anybody
feel guilty. The purpose of it is simply
to make sure that when we are build-
ing basic policy, that basic policy in-
cludes families and basic policy in-
cludes an emphasis on families, and
basic policy makes it possible, in any
way that we can do it, of keeping par-
ents with their kids.

All forms of day care touch on one of
our Nation’s most important re-
sources—our children. If Congress is se-
rious about addressing day care, then
we must do so in a fairminded way and
not exclude at-home care from the de-
bate. It is unfortunate that at-home
care has not received its day in the
spotlight. There are more families that
fit this mold than I think many of us
are aware.

We have an opportunity through this
body to change that and should change
it in any way we can. Conditions are
difficult for two-income families. It is
even harder for single working moms
to raise children. Few would argue dif-
ferently.

To be fair, however, we must not
imply that families who choose to keep
one parent at home with their children
are not making any sacrifices. They
are sacrificing, too. For years, the
subtext of Federal family policy is that
everyone should work and that the bur-
den of accommodation should be on
those parents who choose to stay at
home to raise their children. But if the
debate revolves around the quality of
care our children receive, we must
modify existing Federal policy and end
this senseless discrimination.

If we are really concerned about the
quality of care for our children, then
single-income families should be for-
mally recognized. America’s tax burden
has grown so large in many instances
that a second parent has to work just
to pay the family’s tax burden.

A 1993 survey found that more than
50 percent of working women would
stay at home if money were not an
issue. These parents should not be dis-
criminated against by their own Fed-
eral Government simply because they
sacrifice greater financial gain for
their children.

The financial penalty inherent in
having one parent stay at home to
raise their children is large indeed. I do
not believe that a majority of single-
income families pursue such an ar-
rangement because they can easily af-
ford it. They do it because they believe
it is best for their kids. They do it as
a conscious decision. It should not be
the work of this body to second-guess
their judgments and their values.

Parents who decide to forgo a second
income so that one parent might be at
home during their children’s formative
years incur quite an expense, as several
Members of my own staff can attest.
And I am proud of them for the sac-
rifices that they are making. But I do
not think it is fair, when we talk about
Federal policy, that we should build a
special policy that discriminates
against them. We should be encourag-
ing that kind of behavior.

It is quite clear that at-home care is
beneficial to our Nation’s kids. If this
viable alternative is excluded from de-
bate, then the message this body sends
about the quality of care for America’s
children is shortsighted, at best. This
amendment is geared to provide the
recognition that at-home care and the

parents who utilize it deserve some rec-
ognition.

This amendment is supported by
Democrats and Republicans alike. That
is how families are, and it should pass
unanimously. I encourage all Members
of the Senate to read this amendment,
cosponsor it, and vote in favor of its
passage.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. SMITH of Oregon addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-

SIONS). The Senator from Oregon.
Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,

I rise to associate myself with the com-
ments of my friend from Wyoming and
as a strong supporter of the Sessions
amendment, a sense-of-the-Senate
amendment, on the importance of at-
home parents and the Government role
in child care.

I am a proud cosponsor of this
amendment and thank Senator SES-
SIONS, the Senator from Alabama, for
his leadership in this area. The Clinton
child care policy is always a direct or
indirect subsidy to the marketplace
day care industry. The President only
seeks to help a small portion of work-
ing parents, ruling out those who wish
to stay at home and take care of a
child and those who do not want to use
the marketplace day care.

Government policy ought not to dis-
criminate against the best form of
child care—where a child is taken care
of by his or her parents or family. I be-
lieve that the Federal Government
should subsidize the family, just as it
subsidizes the workplace, giving money
back to the family. The family can
make the best choices in child care. At
best, President Clinton’s day care pol-
icy is only a subsidy of another work-
place, the institutionalized day care in-
dustry.

Mr. President, I will soon be intro-
ducing legislation to change the Tax
Code to put stay-at-home parents on at
least an equal footing with two-income
families. My legislation will increase
the current $500 per child tax credit to
$1,500 per child for children up to 6
years of age. This credit would replace
the current dependent-care tax credit
with real money that directly benefits
families and restores equality and fair-
ness in child care.

I think this is an important piece of
legislation, Mr. President. And if, in
fact, we go forward in this session of
Congress and the President’s idea
comes forward—an idea that costs
roughly $20 billion—then I suggest my
bill ought to replace it. My bill ought
to replace it because it does not dis-
criminate between stay-at-home par-
ents or those who choose to work. It af-
fects each of them equally, because
they all have children and needs with
respect to those children.

Mr. President, I thank again Senator
SESSIONS for bringing this important
issue to the floor as part of the budget
resolution. I urge every Senator to
strongly support his amendment. I
yield the floor.
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Mr. SESSIONS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

ENZI). The Chair recognizes the Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I am
very proud of the excellent comments
that have been made by a group of dis-
tinguished Senators today regarding
this amendment. It is not an itty-bitty
matter; it is a very serious matter. And
it reflects a reevaluation by this body
of the priorities we are placing on help-
ing families raise children. It reflects a
change in what we have been doing, be-
cause we have been, in fact, subsidizing
one form of child care, a form of child
care used by only a few American fami-
lies, and have been taxing all the other
American families to support that one
form, which is institutional public day
care essentially. And I do not believe
that is good policy.

As Senator COATS mentioned earlier,
mothers want, if they are given a
choice, to be at home with their chil-
dren, for the most part, during their
formative years. We know that. Sci-
entists and people also, who have stud-
ied this, have concluded that it is bet-
ter for them to be at home, when they
can. So we need to subsidize and sup-
port equally all forms of child care, if
we do so, and we ought to do it in a
way that allows parents the choices
that they prefer.

All right. Let me just mention, first,
the background on which we are oper-
ating. This is from the census report,
the last census report. This is titled:
‘‘Patterns of Child Rearing for Children
Under Age 5.’’

The mother is not employed; the care
is by the mother in the home—almost
50 percent; 48 percent of mothers with
children under age 5 raise them in their
home. The President’s proposal in cur-
rent law provides no benefit for those
families—zero—even though they may
be giving up substantial income be-
cause the mother has been in the work-
place before and chooses to stay at
home because they believe, after pray-
erful thought and concern in the fam-
ily, that this is the best way to raise
their children. We ought to affirm that.
We ought not to penalize that by tax-
ing the decision to support this deci-
sion.

The mother is employed, and the
child is in a group day care preschool
program—16 percent. That is what we
have been subsidizing. That is the
group we have been subsidizing. You
have the mother who is working, but
the child is taken care of by a nonrel-
ative, somebody in the home. Maybe it
is a nanny who comes and stays in
their home and takes care of the chil-
dren because parents feel, where pos-
sible, they would like their children to
grow up in their home and have the
stability and the confidence that comes
from that kind of environment. And 11
percent do that. They get no benefits
under this proposal.

The mother is employed and the care
is by a relative, an aunt, a mother, a
grandmother or sister. They are taken

care of. That is 13 percent. They have
no benefit under the current law or the
President’s proposal.

The mother is employed—employed—
and the care is by the father or the
mother—12 percent.

For all of these, only this group gets
compensation. That is not good policy.
This Congress, this Government in
America ought to adopt public policy
that in fact encourages our highest and
best choices. We ought to do that, and
I think we can do that.

Now, to point out the unfairness of
it, look at this chart. This is where a
husband and a wife are employed, both
of them employed, one may not be full
time. Their average income is $57,000.

Where there is a dual-earner family,
both husband and wife work and are
employed full time, their average sal-
ary is $64,000.

But where you have a single earner, a
husband is employed and the wife not
employed, and the husband may not be
employed full time—and many do not
have full-time jobs; they cannot get
them—their average income is $38,000.

Where the husband is employed and
the wife is not employed, the husband
is employed full time, the average in-
come is $42,000.

You see the difference. We are subsi-
dizing this choice. We are not subsidiz-
ing this choice where parents stay at
home. That is not good public policy,
and I think we need to change it.

I congratulate Senator SMITH, who
just spoke, because he is asking us to
consider what we are going to do to
eliminate this imbalance. I think he
has thought the matter through, and
he has come up with some conclusions
that he has put in legislation to which
this body needs to give serious
thought.

Of course, this resolution basically
does not suggest a solution to the prob-
lem. It just says we are going to set a
policy here to change the way we have
been doing business. I think we ought
to affirm parents who, after prayerful,
careful, serious thought among them-
selves, conclude that it is best for their
children to forgo a second income and
stay at home. I think we ought to af-
firm that with public policy.

Finally—I know my time is about
up—this is a matter of significance. I
have been delighted to see Senators
calling our office the last 2 days want-
ing to sign on as cosponsors of this
amendment. While I was on the floor
yesterday, three Senators asked me
could they join as a cosponsor of this
amendment. It has broad bipartisan
support—Democrats and Republicans. I
hope we have a unanimous vote on this
issue.

But what I want to say is this: Do
not sign on as a cosponsor, do not vote
for this resolution, if you are not pre-
pared to back it up by votes on the
floor when we start setting tax policy
and we start appropriating funds. If
you are not prepared to support this
philosophy, do not sign on because that
is what erodes public confidence in
America.

We talk a good game, but when the
chips are down we often find reasons
not to follow through on our commit-
ments. I believe this is good public pol-
icy. I believe it is a resolution that sets
the tone for this Congress. The House
has passed a similar resolution, 419–0. I
think that says something. I believe
this body will be virtually unanimous,
if not unanimous. After that, we are
going to have to talk with Senator
SMITH and other Members of this body
to figure out a way to implement that
policy.

It is a challenge to all the commit-
tees that are going to be dealing with
these issues. They are going to have to
reflect this view. I hope that they will.
If they don’t, we need to stand up and
say we are not going to pass or support
legislation that is not consistent with
this resolution that treats all parents
equally.

Mr. President, thank you for the
time.

I thank my fellow Senators for their
support for this resolution. I believe it
is a great step forward in improving
child care and development in Amer-
ica. Thank you, and I yield the floor.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I would
like to applaud the Senator from Ala-
bama for focusing attention on the im-
portant concerns of stay-at-home par-
ents. I have said repeatedly, and con-
tinue to believe, that the best child
care providers, particularly in the ear-
liest months and years, are parents.
Clearly, where both parents must
work, we should try to help them pro-
vide the best possible care of their chil-
dren. However, we should also help par-
ents who make the difficult decision to
forego a second income so that one par-
ent can stay at home to care for a
child.

That is the reason why I introduced
legislation, S. 1610, the Child Care AC-
CESS Act, that will, for the first time,
extend the Dependent Care Tax Credit
to parents who stay at home to care for
their young children. In fact, this piece
of legislation, co-sponsored by 26 of my
Democratic colleagues, does more for
stay-at-home parents than any other
proposal that has been introduced.
Only this legislation would extend this
important financial assistance to stay-
at-home parents earning less than
$30,000. For such families, the financial
sacrifice of forgoing a second income is
severe. They certainly deserve as
much, if not more, support in staying
home to care for their children as fami-
lies earning more than $30,000.

Mr. President, if we are serious about
helping parents who want to be home
with their children, we should also
promptly enact an expansion of the
Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993.
I have introduced legislation which
would extend the benefits of the Fam-
ily and Medical Leave Act to allow an
additional 13 million parents to stay at
home for up to 12 weeks to care for a
newborn or sick child without fear of
job loss.

I think we would all agree that we
must support all parents —mothers and
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fathers—in the decisions they make,
whether it is to work in the paid labor
force, to stay home with their children,
or do some of each. Indeed, many par-
ents move in and out of the labor force
at different points in their children’s
lives—depending on the ages and needs
of their children and their financial sit-
uations. All families deserve our help
in raising the next generation of Amer-
icans. We must invest in our future if
that future is to hold promise for our
children, for our families, and for our
country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. With regard to the
amendment we have been discussing
this morning and the fact that families
are choosing to give up a second in-
come in order that they may have a
parent stay home with their children
in the early, formative years, I want to
share a few thoughts with this body.

As I traveled my State last month
and I discussed this issue, time and
time again families would come up to
me after my remarks and say, ‘‘Thank
you for saying that. We made that
exact decision in our family. My wife
had worked, and she decided she want-
ed to stay home with the children
while they are young. It costs us a lot
of money. We don’t regret it. We are
glad you have considered us raising
children and you believe we ought to
have a fair shake in that regard.’’

My wife taught school for 4 years.
When we had children, we made a deci-
sion she would cease teaching. I was
able to have a decent income and take
care of the family. We were not rich,
but that was a decision we made, and
we were very glad we did that. In fact,
we probably would not have qualified
for benefits under this program because
this would be a program favoring lower
income people.

Additionally, I wanted to share some
numbers with the Members of this
body. According to the most recently
available data from the Census Bureau,
a dramatically different picture is
showing up than the one many would
project. The facts show that although
day care use did increase rapidly
through the 1980’s, the increase in the
use of day care has come to a halt. The
percentage of children under age 5 with
employed mothers nearly doubled from
the mid-1970’s through 1998, but in sub-
sequent years maternal employment
remained fixed. In 1994, the last year
recorded by the Census, the percentage
of preschool children with employed
mothers was still 52 percent, the same
as it was in 1998.

My personal observations of the peo-
ple I associate with, that my children
have gone to school with, are that peo-
ple are questioning the mentality that
it is always best for both parents to
work, and they are making different
decisions. It is time for us to have Gov-
ernment policy that reflects that. I am
very pleased with the bipartisan sup-
port this amendment is receiving. I
think it reflects a serious reevaluation
on behalf of this Congress on how to
spend money in aid of children. I solicit
the support of all Senators for this
amendment.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from New
Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I want to clarify
exactly where we are, what the sched-
ule calls for.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is voting on Sessions amendment
No. 2166 at 10:30. The remaining time is
under the control of the Senator from
New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I am pleased to
support the amendment that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Alabama of-
fers, because I think we all share the
view that if a parent can stay at
home—mother can stay at home, typi-
cally—then that is the best way to go
and there ought not to be any discrimi-
nation against that kind of a policy or
program. But people are forced, be-
cause of the pressure on incomes, to
often look for the second or even the
third job in the household.

As we examine the programs that
will promote the parents at home, I
think we have to consider this amend-
ment as an indication of where we all
stand. The amendment, as I see it, sim-
ply affirms the view that families
should not be punished for their child
care choice. There is no better baby-
sitter, no better caregiver, than the
mother of the child. I don’t think any-
one will disagree with that.

Democrats are proud of our long
record of helping families with a stay-
at-home parent to make ends meet.
When you got to a particular vintage,
kind of like mine—advanced middle-
age, I think we call it—it was typical,
regardless of the difficulty that existed
financially in the household; somehow
or other it all came together.

My mother was widowed when she
was 36. I had already enlisted in the
Army. I had a little sister at home.
Mom managed to take care of my sis-
ter, get a modest allotment from my
military pay, and at the same time
have a job. She made all those arrange-
ments, and my sister was never ne-
glected and grew up a happy, fulfilled
person, as did my mother and I. But
things are different now. We live in a
pressure-cooker world where people
just can’t seem to get by unless there
are multiple jobs in the household. For
the middle-income family, it is not
atypical.

So Democrats, maybe we kind of
harken back to a different day and say

those were the proper kinds of func-
tions to be going on in the household.
Things were modest, but people accept-
ed their fate and tried to work their
way out of it. In 1993, what we tried to
do was to establish the opportunity for
a family to take care of their kids. We
secured an expansion of the earned-in-
come tax credit, giving a refund to
those people who just didn’t make
enough to care for their families. In
1996, we secured an increase in the min-
imum wage. Last year, we won the
$500-per-child tax credit.

Now, all of these initiatives put more
money in the pockets of American
workers, and I, as a Democrat, and
those of us who are Democrats were
happy to see that. This is not to sug-
gest that many of our Republican
friends were not happy, but it put a
Democratic stamp on these programs. I
am sure, again, many of our colleagues
on the other side of the aisle support
it. These things have made a real dif-
ference. Also, the Family and Medical
Leave Act, signed into law by Presi-
dent Clinton, has given parents the
flexibility to take time off to care for
a newborn or a sick child. When it
comes to helping working moms, I
think we are all on the same page.

Once again, I commend Senator SES-
SIONS for offering this amendment. I
am pleased to support it.

I yield the floor.
Mr. SESSIONS. I express my appre-

ciation to the Senator from New Jersey
for his support.

I add as original cosponsors of this
legislation the names of Senators ROTH
and KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON, who have
asked to be cosponsors. I ask unani-
mous consent they be added as cospon-
sors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon.
Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I wonder, Sen-

ator LAUTENBERG, if I could offer three
amendments now—not speaking to
them, but allowing them to be read.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I have no objec-
tion to the Senator from Oregon offer-
ing his amendments, but we are on a
10:30 schedule and I think it is impor-
tant we preserve that schedule.

I am happy to yield the floor to the
Senator from Oregon.

AMENDMENT NO. 2179

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Oregon [Mr. SMITH] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 2179.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I ask unani-
mous consent reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following new section, and renumber the
remaining sections accordingly:
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SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SOCIAL SECU-

RITY TAXES.
(A) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) financing for Social Security Old Age,

Survivors, and Disability Insurance (OASDI)
is provided primarily by taxes levied on
wages and net self-employment income. The
level of these tax rates is set permanently in
the law at the rate payable today;

(2) more than ninety-five percent of the
work force—an estimated 148.2 million work-
ers in 1998—is required to pay Social Secu-
rity taxes;

(3) Social Security taxes are paid both by
employees and employers and the self-em-
ployed on earnings up to a maximum amount
of $68,400 in 1998, the amount increasing at
the same rate as average earnings in the
economy;

(4) the Social Security tax was first levied
in 1937 at a rate of 1% on earnings up to
$3,000 per year;

(5) the rate in 1998 has risen to 6.2
perecent—an increase of 620 percent, and a
majority of American families pay more in
Social Security taxes than income taxes;

(6) in his State of the Union message on
January 27, 1998, President Clinton called on
Congress to ‘‘save Social Security first’’ and
to ‘‘reserve one hundred percent of the sur-
plus, that is any penny of the surplus, until
we have taken all the necessary measures to
strengthen the Social Security system for
the twenty-first century.’’

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that when the Congress
moves to work in a bipartisan way on spe-
cific legislation to reform the Social Secu-
rity system, it will not consider increasing
Social Security tax rates on American work-
ers, beyond the permanent levels set in cur-
rent law nor increase the maximum earnings
subject to Social Security taxation beyond
those prescribed by the wage indexing rules
of current law.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Briefly, Mr.
President, this amendment is a very
simple sense of the Senate on Social
Security that says that when we act to
save Social Security, we will not be
doing so by increasing Social Security
taxes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2180

(Purpose: To clarify Federal law with respect
to the use of marijuana)

Mr SMITH of Oregon. I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Oregon [Mr. SMITH] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 2180.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I ask unani-
mous consent reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of title III, add the following:

SEC. . GENERAL PROHIBITION ON THE USE OF
MARIJUANA FOR MEDICINAL PUR-
POSES.

It is the Sense of the Senate that the pro-
visions of this resolution assume that no
funds appropriated by Congress should be
used to provide, procure, furnish, fund or
support, or to compel any individual, institu-
tion or government entity to provide, pro-
cure, furnish, fund or support, any item,
good, benefit, program or service, for the
purpose of the use of marijuana for medici-
nal purposes.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Briefly, Mr.
President, this is a sense-of-the-Senate

amendment on an issue that has be-
come of great concern to me and to
many in my State, the legalization of
marijuana for medical use. I will speak
to this later.

AMENDMENT NO. 2181

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
concerning increases in the prices of to-
bacco products)
Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I send an addi-

tional amendment to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Oregon [Mr. SMITH] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 2181.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 53, strike lines 1 through 22 and in-

sert the following:
SEC. 316. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON PRICE IN-

CREASE ON TOBACCO PRODUCTS.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) the use of tobacco products by children

and teenagers has become a public health
epidemic and according to the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, more than
16,000,000 of our Nation’s children today will
become regular smokers;

(2) of the 16,000,000 children who become
regular smokers, approximately one-third or
5,000,000 children will die of tobacco-related
illness;

(3) the Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention reports that tobacco use costs medi-
care approximately $10,000,000,000 per year,
and the total economic cost of tobacco in
health-related costs is more than
$100,000,000,000 per year; and

(4) the public health community recognizes
that by increasing the cost of tobacco prod-
ucts by $1.50 per pack, the rate of tobacco
use among children and teenagers will be re-
duced.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that, if comprehensive to-
bacco legislation requires an increase in the
price of cigarettes, any such revenue should
be used to restore solvency to the medicare
program under title XVIII of the Social Se-
curity Act.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Briefly, this
amendment is a sense of the Senate re-
garding the use of tobacco revenue to
restore the solvency of the Medicare
Program, an amendment similar to the
one that Senator LAUTENBERG intro-
duced in the Budget Committee.

I yield the floor.
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2166

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment numbered 2166.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the

Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the
Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH), the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Utah (Mr.
HATCH) would vote ‘‘yea.’’

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI) is
necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 96,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 49 Leg.]
YEAS—96

Abraham
Akaka
Allard
Ashcroft
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bryan
Bumpers
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Cleland
Coats
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin
Enzi

Faircloth
Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Frist
Glenn
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kempthorne
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman

Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray
Nickles
Reed
Reid
Robb
Roberts
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—4

Bennett
Hatch

Inhofe
Mikulski

NOT VOTING—4

Bennett
Hatch

Inhofe
Mikulski

The amendment (No. 2166) was agreed
to.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

SMITH of Oregon). The Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendments be temporarily set aside
for up to 1 minute so that I may offer
three amendments to be sequenced just
as the Senator from Oregon did for his
three amendments before the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DOMENICI. Reserving the right
to object. What was the request?

Mr. KENNEDY. It was to temporarily
set aside, for 1 minute, the pending
amendment so I may offer three
amendments to be sequenced just as
the Senator from Oregon did for his
three amendments before the vote. I
ask that they be sequenced in an order
that would be satisfactory to the mi-
nority leader.

Mr. DOMENICI. I have no objection.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
AMENDMENTS NOS. 2183 THROUGH 2185, EN BLOC

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send
three amendments to the desk and ask
for their immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-

NEDY], for himself and Mrs. BOXER, proposes
amendments numbered 2183 through 2185, en
bloc.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendments be dispensed with.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
The amendments are as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2183

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
concerning the enactment of a patient’s
bill of rights)
At the end of title III, add the following:

SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING A
PATIENT’S BILL OF RIGHTS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) patients lack reliable information

about health plans and the quality of care
that health plans provide;

(2) experts agree that the quality of health
care can be substantially improved, resulting
in less illness and less premature death;

(3) some managed care plans have created
obstacles for patients who need to see spe-
cialists on an ongoing basis and have re-
quired that women get permission from their
primary care physician before seeing a gyne-
cologist;

(4) a majority of consumers believe that
health plans compromise their quality of
care to save money;

(5) Federal preemption under the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 pre-
vents States from enforcing protections for
the 125,000,000 workers and their families re-
ceiving health insurance through employ-
ment-based group health plans; and

(6) the Advisory Commission on Consumer
Protection and Quality in the Health Care
Industry has unanimously recommended a
patient bill of rights to protect patients
against abuses by health plan and health in-
surance issuers.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
Senate that the assumptions underlying this
resolution provide for the enactment of leg-
islation to establish a patient’s bill of rights
for participants in health plans, and that
legislation should include—

(1) a guarantee of access to covered serv-
ices, including needed emergency care, spe-
cialty care, obstetrical and gynecological
care for women, and prescription drugs;

(2) provisions to ensure that the special
needs of women are met, including protect-
ing women against ‘‘drive-through
mastectomies’’;

(3) provisions to ensure that the special
needs of children are met, including access
to pediatric specialists and centers of pedi-
atric excellence;

(4) provisions to ensure that the special
needs of individuals with disabilities and the
chronically ill are met, including the possi-
bility of standing referrals to specialists or
the ability to have a specialist act as a pri-
mary care provider;

(5) a procedure to hold health plans ac-
countable for their decisions and to provide
for the appeal of a decision of a health plan
to deny care to an independent, impartial re-
viewer;

(6) measures to protect the integrity of the
physician-patient relationship, including a
ban on ‘‘gag clauses’’ and a ban on improper
incentive arrangements; and

(7) measures to provide greater informa-
tion about health plans to patients and to
improve the quality of care.

AMENDMENT NO. 2184

(Purpose: To increase Function 500 discre-
tionary budget authority and outlays to
support innovative education reform ef-
forts in urban and rural school districts)
On page 16, line 9, increase the amount by

$200,000,000.
On page 16, line 10, increase the amount by

$10,000,000.
On page 16, line 13, increase the amount by

$318,000,000.

On page 16, line 14, increase the amount by
$146,000,000.

On page 16, line 17, increase the amount by
$386,000,000.

On page 16, line 18, increase the amount by
$276,000,000.

On page 16, line 21, increase the amount by
$359,000,000.

On page 16, line 22, increase the amount by
$358,000,000.

On page 16, line 25, increase the amount by
$272,000,000.

On page 17, line 1, increase the amount by
$359,000,000.

On page 25, line 8, strike ‘‘¥$300,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘¥$500,000,000.’’

On page 25, line 9, strike ‘‘¥$1,900,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘¥$1,910,000,000.’’

On page 25, line 12, strike ‘‘¥$1,200,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘¥$1,518,000,000.’’

On page 25, line 13, strike ‘‘¥$4,600,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘¥$4,746,000,000.’’

On page 25, line 16, strike ‘‘¥$2,700,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘¥$3,086,000,000.’’

On page 25, line 17, strike ‘‘¥$3,000,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘¥$3,276,000,000.’’

On page 25, line 20, strike ‘‘¥$3,800,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘¥$4,159,000,000.’’

On page 25, line 21, strike ‘‘¥$7,000,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘¥$7,358,000,000.’’

On page 25, line 24, strike ‘‘¥$5,400,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘¥$5,672,000,000.’’

On page 25, line 25, strike ‘‘¥$5,000,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘¥$5,359,000,000.’’

AMENDMENT NO. 2185

(Purpose: Expressing the sense of Congress
regarding additional budget authority for
the Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission.)
At the appropriate place, insert the follow-

ing:
SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING EQUAL

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COM-
MISSION.

It is the sense of Congress that the func-
tional totals in this concurrent resolution on
the budget assume that the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission should re-
ceive $279,000,000 in budget authority for fis-
cal year 1999.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
that the three amendments be
sequenced after amendments to be of-
fered by Senators HOLLINGS, LAUTEN-
BERG and DASCHLE, and that they alter-
nate with Republican amendments, in
whatever form——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. I object. I
thought your request was that you
send them to the desk and that they be
sequenced as the leadership is sequenc-
ing in a manner we consider to be fair.

Mr. KENNEDY. That is exactly what
I am requesting.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator.
AMENDMENT NO. 2165

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the Murray
amendment No. 2165.

The Senator from Washington is rec-
ognized.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, we are
about to consider, I believe, one of the
most important amendments that this
body faces. It has to do with public
education and the direction that this
Congress, this Senate, this budget is
going in that will affect the lives of
thousands of students and their fami-

lies and their neighborhoods and com-
munities across this country.

Mr. President, I believe one of the
main principles that this country was
founded on was that of education, pub-
lic education, the ability for every
child in this country, no matter who
they are, where they come from, what
their financial background is, to have a
strong education, an education that
will allow them to learn how to read,
how to write, how to participate in a
democracy, and how to be a contribut-
ing citizen to our economy once they
have reached the adult age.

Mr. President, I think it is very
shocking that this budget which sits
before us and the policies we are about
to put in place say to students and
their parents across this country that
education is no longer a top priority in
this country. I think that is a terrible
message and one that we have to
change with this budget today. Now is
the time.

Mr. President, it is amazing to me
that in the fiscal year 1998 budget, the
entire budget—look at this chart—2
percent of our entire Federal budget
goes to education. Yet, when you ask
parents and families and people across
this country whether or not we are
spending enough on education, only 9
percent of this country think we are
spending too much; only 26 percent
think we are spending the right
amount; and 58 percent of the people in
this country believe we are spending
too little on education. Mr. President,
I could not agree more.

Two percent of our budget is not
enough. It is not enough funds for our
children, and it is the wrong message
in this country, where we believe that
democracy will survive if every one of
our children has the access they need
to a quality education—be it public or
private. But in particular, in terms of
what we spend here in the Nation’s
Capital for students across this coun-
try, it is far too little.

The amendment that we now have
before us simply establishes a deficit-
neutral reserve fund for class size im-
provement, especially in the early
grades. It was used as an offset for any
available mandatory savings or reve-
nues, with the exception of tobacco
revenues. What this amendment does is
put in place a placeholder, if you will,
in the budget so when this Congress be-
gins to listen to parents and students
and families and teachers and commu-
nities across this country, we will have
a placeholder in the budget that we can
at our discretion put available funds
into to make sure that we address the
issue of class size.

I know that class size reduction
makes a difference. Every parent in
this country knows that, every teacher
knows that, businesses know that, and
communities know that. And through-
out this morning’s debate, I will talk
about what parents say, what students
say, and what teachers say, because I
believe if we begin to fundamentally
address the issue of class size and the
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tremendous loads in our classrooms
today, we will begin to address the
critical need of education and make a
tremendous difference for our country
in the future.

Mr. President, at this time, I will
yield such time as he may need to Sen-
ator WELLSTONE to speak on behalf of
this amendment, and then I will go
into detail about my amendment and
what I want to do in this budget.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.
First of all, let me thank Senator MUR-
RAY for her leadership. Senator MUR-
RAY has an unusual background. She
comes to the U.S. Senate having been a
teacher.

Mr. President, if I might ask the Sen-
ator, what level did she teach? I believe
it was elementary school or preschool.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I
taught at the community college level,
parent education, and I taught pre-
school, 4- and 5-year-olds.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, my
colleague from Washington really
brings to this debate her own life expe-
rience, both at the higher education
level, training other men and women to
be teachers, and also herself having
taught really at the critical age, in the
very early years of a child’s education.
We don’t have that many Senators
with this background. I think all of us
are lucky that the State of Washington
has sent Senator MURRAY here to the
U.S. Senate. Quite often when we get
into these discussions, they are very
abstract and very theoretical and all
about strategy. But Senator MURRAY
has really lived this debate. She brings,
I think, a special expertise and a spe-
cial passion. I wish more Senators, as
we get into this debate, could draw
from the same kind of background.

Mr. President, I did not teach at the
elementary school level or early child-
hood development; I was a college
teacher. But in the last 7 years I tried
my very best to be in schools around
the country, but in the main in Min-
nesota. I think I have been in a school
probably about every 2 weeks. What I
try to do is turn these assemblies or
classes—and there can be anywhere
from 100 or 200 to 1,000 students and
teachers and support staff in town
meetings like all of us have in our
States. I say to the students, look, it is
kind of like everybody is talking about
you but very few people are talking to
you or with you. Give me your best
wisdom as to what would make for the
best education reform. What makes for
a good education from your point of
view? I say to my colleague from Wash-
ington, by coming to the floor with
this amendment, she is right on target.
Students talk about smaller class size
everywhere I go.

Now, I personally think—and my col-
league from Washington mentioned
this—that especially at the elementary
school level, small class sizes really
make a huge difference. I think actu-
ally as you look at from K through 12—

actually, I argue, after that, in colleges
and universities as well—smaller class
sizes make a huge difference. With a
smaller class size, we have an oppor-
tunity to get to know our teachers,
they say, to have more rapport with
teachers. Our teachers can give us
more special attention. We have an op-
portunity to have teachers that can
fire our imagination, teachers that are
really free to teach. And teachers say
it as well.

So let me just be clear with col-
leagues. I remember when I first came
here—and I haven’t changed my view
at all, I say to my colleague from
Washington—I was debating with a
good friend, Senator HATCH from Utah.
I said to the Senator from Utah, ‘‘I just
feel that this debate is ahead of the
story.’’ When you can come to the
floor, or any Senator can come to the
floor, and say we have made the com-
mitment to public education—we made
the commitment to smaller class size;
we made the commitment to making
sure that children, by kindergarten,
come ready to learn; made the commit-
ment by way of equity financing to
schools in districts where people don’t
have all the financial resources, don’t
have the good facilities and the text-
books, the buildings are in disrepair;
we made the commitment to summer
institutes for teachers to meet other
teachers and get renewed and fired up
about teaching—we have made all
those commitments, and it still isn’t
working, then I say let’s consider
something else.

But we have an amendment on the
floor that Senator MURRAY has now in-
troduced, based upon her own life’s
work, upon what people in commu-
nities around the country tell us is im-
portant for their children, tell us what
is important to them—that is to get
some additional Federal resources back
at the school district level to reduce
class sizes, so all of our children have
an opportunity to do well in school, all
of our children have an opportunity to
reach their full potential. No one
amendment, no one expenditure of
money accomplishes this goal.

I say to my colleague from Washing-
ton that I thank her for being out here
on the floor with this amendment, be-
cause this is a concrete step that can
make a very positive difference in the
improvement of the lives of children in
our country.

I yield the floor.
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I yield

5 minutes to the Senator from Wiscon-
sin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Senator
from Washington. I speak in strong
favor of her amendment. The resolu-
tion offers a deficit-neutral reserve
fund for class size improvement. Spe-
cifically, it states that if funds become
available, budget levels may be ad-
justed for legislation to improve, or in
effect lower, class size for students, es-
pecially in the earliest grades.

I thank the Senator from Washing-
ton, Senator MURRAY, for being the
leader on this issue of class size for
public schools. She and I share the
same commitment to public education
and believe strongly that the Federal
Government has a limited but very im-
portant role in supporting public edu-
cation.

Today’s resolution, Mr. President, is
very important because it dem-
onstrates a commitment by the U.S.
Senate to dedicate available Federal
funds to reduce class size in the earli-
est grades.

Parents, teachers and school admin-
istrators are increasingly aware of the
very positive impact smaller class size
can have on student achievement. It is
about time that the Senate goes on
record in support of smaller classes for
our public school children in the earli-
est grades.

The positive impact of smaller class-
es came to my attention in my State of
Wisconsin, and that is because Wiscon-
sin, as is often the case in public edu-
cation, has been a leader on this issue.
In 1995, the Wisconsin State Legisla-
ture created the successful pilot pro-
gram called the Student Achievement
Guarantee in Education program,
known as the SAGE program.

Wisconsin’s SAGE program has dem-
onstrated again and again what we
really know instinctively: Students in
smaller classes benefit from more at-
tention from teachers, and teachers
with fewer students will have more
time and energy to devote to their
jobs.

A December 1997 study found that the
first-graders participating in the Wis-
consin SAGE program scored higher on
standardized tests than other students
in comparison schools.

It is my hope that the SAGE program
and this budget resolution offered by
the Senator from Washington reinforce
what should be good common sense. If
you have smaller classes, children will
get more attention from teachers, and
it stands to reason that more attention
will translate into greater learning.

In supporting this resolution, Mr.
President, I want to clearly state that
I believe there is a great national pur-
pose in trying to reduce class sizes for
children in the earliest grades. How-
ever, I do not support a national man-
date for smaller classes. Instead, I sup-
port smaller classes as a national goal
that would be primarily controlled by
the local government and local school
boards and the administrators.

Additionally, I want to be sure that
any distribution formula for the funds
that would become available to reduce
class size should give credit to States,
like my State of Wisconsin, which have
already invested substantial resources
in this effort.

Finally, I want to again stress the
importance of this resolution being
deficit neutral. The Senator from
Washington has been sensitive to that.
The resolution is deficit neutral. The
days of deficit spending and borrowing
from Social Security have to be over.
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To conclude, Mr. President, I think

this resolution takes a very positive
step toward helping school districts re-
duce class size as a part of an overall
effort to improve education and ensure
that our children have the best chance
to excel and reach their full potential.
Let me finally thank the Senator from
Washington again. I have heard her
speak both publicly and privately on
this issue of class size. She speaks with
experience, but she also speaks with
great feeling and eloquence on this sub-
ject. She knows what she is talking
about, and she is a great force in the
Senate and in the Congress on this
issue.

I thank the Chair.
Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I

thank my colleagues from Minnesota
and Wisconsin for their support of this
issue, for their understanding of this
issue, for their backing and their com-
mitment to making sure that we set as
a priority in this country the issue of
education and, most critically, the
issue of class size across this country.

Mr. President, I came to the Senate 5
years ago. And I was frustrated when I
came, and I felt that leaders in Wash-
ington, DC, were not really dealing
with the issues that I talked about and
I worried about at home at my kitchen
table every night 2,500 miles away in
the State of Washington.

I have to say that over the past 5
years we have begun to make progress
and talk about the real issues that ev-
eryday families talk about at their
kitchen tables every night. Certainly
we have finally balanced the budget
and stopped deficit spending, some-
thing that families worry about. But,
more importantly, we have faced issues
such as family medical leave that al-
lows parents to take time off from
their jobs to take care of a sick child.
We have put 100,000 police officers on
the streets because many families
across this country at their kitchen ta-
bles worry about the safety of their
families on a daily basis. We have ad-
dressed some of those critical issues
and much more.

But today on the floor of the Senate,
I can say with certainty that this Con-
gress, under this proposed budget, is
badly missing the mark when it comes
to addressing the most important con-
cern that every parent faces today and
every family talks about at their
kitchen table at night. Families ask:
Will my child get a good education?
Will my child get the attention they
deserve? Will they be safe? Will they be
taught the skills they need to get a job
in tomorrow’s economy? Those are the
kitchen table conversations that worry
every single family in this country.

Mr. President, I can tell you today I
feel absolutely confident that I can
speak to this issue with a lot of back-
ground and understanding. I came to
the Senate with a daughter who was in
7th grade and a son who was in 10th

grade. They both have spent their en-
tire K–12 years in public education. I
am a product of public education.

Today my daughter is a senior in
high school, and she is my best adviser
about what is happening in our public
education system. And what they say
to me—what my daughter and my son
say to me—is, it is difficult to learn
the skills that they need when they are
in crowded classrooms. They do not get
the attention they need in math or
science or English, and they tell me
that there is what they call ‘‘hall rage’’
in our classrooms because of crowded
classrooms with a lot of kids in our
classrooms. It tends to generate a lot
of frustration and rage among our chil-
dren, and safety is a concern.

Mr. President, as Senator WELLSTONE
said, I come here as an educator. I am
a former community college instruc-
tor. I taught parent education, and I
also taught preschool. I had in my
class twenty-four 4- and 5-year-olds. I
know what a difference it makes when
you reduce the number of children that
are in a classroom.

When I had 18 children in my class-
room, I could take the individual time
that I needed to work with these young
children to help them get a grasp on
the alphabet, to begin to learn to spell
their names, to understand the world
around them, to sit down in groups
with other children and learn how to
‘‘get along’’ —a skill too many kids do
not have today. I know what happened
the next year when I had 24 children in
my class—much less individual atten-
tion; it became no longer teaching, it
became crowd control.

I know as a teacher that reducing
class size, particularly in the young
grades, will make a difference for chil-
dren across this country.

I also come here with experience
being a school board member. I have
managed budgets at the school district
level. I know how tough those decisions
are. I know how difficult it is to meet
the demands that everyday school dis-
tricts have. As a school board director
in a suburban district, I was frustrated
with the lack of funding that we got.
We were frustrated with the lack of
priority that education had at the Fed-
eral level, and we were constantly frus-
trated that we could not do the right
thing.

I can tell you, as a schoolboard mem-
ber who has managed thousands of dol-
lars in education funding at the local
level, this amendment, this goal, this
direction for our country, is badly
needed.

I also come here as a former State
senator. I served on the budget-writing
committee in my State senate. I know
what a priority education is for our
States, and I know how difficult it is
for them to address this issue. My
State of Washington has the fourth
worst class size in the Nation.

If my State and other States across
this country were told that this was a
national priority and one that they
would not just be told is a priority

they have to do, but one that they got
a jump-start with from the Federal
level, it would make it easier for them
and a priority for them to do what we
are asking them to do and what they
know they need to do.

I come here today as a budget writer
in the U.S. Senate. I have served on the
national budget-writing committee for
5 years. I have worked diligently to re-
duce the deficit and to make sure that
we put our priorities in place. That is
why, when I look at the budget that is
on the floor today, I say the priorities
are not in the right place. My amend-
ment simply puts aside a reserve fund
so that when this Congress begins to do
what parents are asking them to do
across this country, and to make this a
national priority, we have in place a
deficit-neutral account that we can
begin to put funds in so that we can ad-
dress this absolutely critical issue.

I have told you what my personal ex-
perience is. You have heard from sev-
eral of my colleagues. But most impor-
tantly, studies back up what I have
just told you. A 1989 study of the Ten-
nessee STAR Program, which com-
pared the performance of students in
grades K through 3 in small and regu-
lar-sized classes, found that students in
small classes—13 to 17 students—sig-
nificantly outperformed other students
in math and reading every year at all
grade levels across geographic areas.

Mr. President, I have heard a number
of my colleagues come to the floor and
worry and fret over the fact that stu-
dents are not graduating from high
school with the skills they need to get
into the job market. Class size makes a
difference in their ability to get these
skills. The studies show it. The follow-
up study of the STAR Program in 1995
found that students in small classes in
grades K through 3 continued to out-
perform their peers at least through
grade 8 with achievement advantages,
especially large for minority students.
Class size reduction makes a dif-
ference. How long are we going to ig-
nore these studies on the floor of the
Senate? How long are we going to say
no, not here?

Other State and local studies have
since found that students in smaller
classes outperform their peers in read-
ing and math, they perform as well or
better than students in magnet or
voucher schools, and that gains are es-
pecially significant among African
American males. The studies back up
what my experience shows, and the
studies back up what every single Sen-
ator and Congressman says that they
have as a goal today, which is to im-
prove math and science and reading
skills across this country.

But we do not just have to listen to
what the studies say; we should listen
to what parents say. When any parent
is sitting there the afternoon that
their child comes home from their very
first day of school in September, there
are two questions that every single
parent in every household across this
country asks their child on that first
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day of school when they come home.
They say: ‘‘Who is your teacher? How
many students are in your classroom?’’
Who is your teacher? Universal ques-
tions in every home across this coun-
try. Why? Because parents know that
who that teacher is and the quality of
that teacher is critical to their child’s
learning for the next entire 9 months:

‘‘How many children are in your
classroom?’’ Every single parent intu-
itively knows that their child will get
a better education the smaller the
class size. And I can tell you, when
that student answers, ‘‘35 children, 40
children,’’ that parent feels, ‘‘This is
not going to be a great year.’’ Parents
know that the skills their child needs
to succeed will be better learned in a
smaller class size. And that is why
they ask on the first day of school,
‘‘How many students are in your class-
room?’’

Parents today are also concerned
about children’s safety. No surprise.
And I can tell you as a teacher, and I
know that every parent knows, that if
a teacher has the ability to listen to
their children, to work with their chil-
dren, to prepare their children, and to
really get to know those young people
in their classrooms, their safety will be
much, much better. And discipline will
be much less of a problem, because that
teacher has time to work with those
tough kids that are in their classes
today.

But, we have heard what parents say.
We know what the studies say. What
are teachers saying? I have taken some
time over the last few weeks to ask
teachers what they said about class
size. These are the people, the profes-
sionals that are in our classrooms
every day with our young people.

Here is what some teachers have said
to me: This ‘‘is the most important im-
provement we can make. A working
condition that in many ways is [far]
more important [to me] than salary. If
teachers feel like they are making
progress, other complaints seem mini-
mal. If teachers feel behind, at a loss,
and overwhelmed by large classes, any
other problems loom large.’’

‘‘It’s not only important for class-
room management, but also for time
spent evaluating each student’s work,
and time for individual attention with
each student.’’

One teacher told me: ‘‘The difference
between teaching a class of 31 high
school students and teaching 28 is the
difference between lion-taming and
teaching.’’

Mr. President, students and teachers
and parents know that class size reduc-
tion makes a difference.

I also have a young group of students
that I work with in my home State.
They are called my Student Advisory
Youth Involvement Team. I go to them
on a regular basis, and I tell them, as
young people under the age of 18, that
their voice is important here in the Na-
tion’s Capital and their priorities are
important as well. And I ask them how
they feel about different issues that are
coming before the Senate.

I took some time to talk to some of
those young students over the past sev-
eral weeks about class size and what is
happening in their schools and what
could make a difference. Christopher
Shim, who is a 17-year-old from Mercer
High School, said, ‘‘In elementary
school, I actually felt I was pretty
lucky. I was able to get personal time
with the teacher, even though we had
30–35 students in my elementary class-
rooms.’’ He continued, ‘‘In high school,
I have 40 people in my calculus class.
This means any time I have a question,
there are 10 people in line.’’

Mr. President, we stand out here on
the floor of the Senate and we talk
about how important it is for our
young people to get math and science
skills, and yet here is a student who
says when he needs help with a ques-
tion in calculus, there are 10 people
consistently in line. Smaller class sizes
make a difference.

I had another student who said to
me, ‘‘In [my] high school civics class,
there is only one teacher teaching two
classes of 40 students each. It’s harder
to get through the curriculum and get
answers to your questions.’’

Mr. President, consistently students
gave me comments. And I will be read-
ing more of them throughout the de-
bate. But one after the other, what
these young people—who are in the
classrooms today, where the stress is
on them to get the good grades, to go
on to college, to get a good job—what
they told me consistently was that
they felt that reducing class size was
important.

Are we going to listen to parents?
Are we going to listen to teachers? Are
we going to listen to the young people
themselves? Are we going to listen to
the thousands of families across our
communities today who know this
makes a difference, who say to their
child when they come home, ‘‘How
many kids are in your classroom?’’ be-
cause they know? Are we going to lis-
ten to the studies? Are we going to say
it is the right thing to do to make this
a national priority? Or today on the
floor of the Senate, are we going to say
no? Are we going to say that 2 percent
is enough? Are we going to say that
education is no longer a priority of this
Government?

I have heard too many people say,
‘‘Leave it to the local school boards.
Leave it to the States. It should not be
a national priority.’’ I could not dis-
agree more. We cannot pass the buck
any longer. Making sure that every one
of our children gets a good education is
a priority for every adult in this coun-
try, whether they are a parent, a com-
munity leader, a State leader, or a na-
tional leader. It is our responsibility to
set the priorities within this budget.
My amendment allows us to do that as
the debate progresses across the rest of
this year.

Mr. President, as you know, I feel
strongly about this, and I know there
are a number of my colleagues who are
here today who support this as well.

I yield to the Democratic ranking
member at this time for a statement.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I will try not to
take more than 5 minutes, but I appre-
ciate having 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I rise in support
of the Murray amendment because it
very simply focuses on a problem that
is of critical importance. It establishes
a deficit-neutral reserve fund to help
reduce class sizes. I have to commend
the Senator from Washington because
her focus on children extends to the
whole range, from nutrition, health,
education, and child care. She is right,
in my view, to bring this amendment
up before the Senate, and now before
the American people.

What she is saying is young people
need more attention from their teach-
ers and thus the class size reduction is
a perfect avenue toward getting them
more attention. The capacity for the
child to learn increases when class
sizes are smaller.

Once again, I commend our friend
and colleague from Washington. She is
one among several of our colleagues
who call education focus of their agen-
da. The reserve fund would allow the
Congress to help the States and local
educational agencies recruit, train, and
hire the 100,000 additional teachers by
the year 2005. These teachers would re-
duce class sizes in grades 1 to 3 to an
average of 18 students per classroom.
Mr. President, this is a very important
initiative and deserves our support.

I will now speak for a moment about
a personal experience. I grew up in
what is now one of America’s poorest
cities, an industrial city, in New Jer-
sey. The city is called Paterson, NJ. I
was born there. I and a couple of my
business associates decided to try to
help out because of our good fortune
and our interest in what was taking
place within that old favorite city of
ours. We provided a program for ex-
tending free tuition—we paid for it—for
students who, from the sixth grade, our
targeted grade, went on to pass their
high school requirements and we would
pay for their education in college. I
thought it was a pretty significant in-
ducement. We had academic counselors
that worked with these students. Then-
Vice President Quayle was very kind,
spending 45 minutes with these young-
sters. It was a real treat for them. We
took them on various trips and tried to
help them along.

I am ashamed to say, pained to say,
really, that the program did not do a
lot of good. We are reexamining why.
The principal thing that jumped out at
us was that the sixth grade was too
late to start, too late to make a dif-
ference with these youngsters.

When examined it further, we look to
the earliest grades, grades 1, 2, and 3.
We found that those early learning ex-
periences matter most. So I think that
this amendment helps us to con-
centrate on putting our resources
where they will do the most good. It is
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critical to get the kids off on a good
start at that tender age. That is why
President Clinton proposed this major
national effort to limit class sizes in
the early grades. That is why the pro-
posal enjoys such strong support
among the American people.

Unfortunately, the budget now before
the Senate rejects this proposal.
Frankly, I believe it is one of the major
shortcomings of the resolution. Sen-
ator MURRAY offered this amendment
in the Budget Committee’s markup,
but it was defeated on a straight party
line. I hope today’s vote will be dif-
ferent. I urge my colleagues to support
this amendment and, once again, com-
mend the distinguished Senator from
Washington for her leadership on this
issue. Since coming to the Senate, she
has been an outspoken advocate for
education, for our children in all as-
pects. I know she speaks not just for
America’s parents, grandparents, but
families all across our country in urg-
ing this Nation to make education our
top priority.

I yield the floor.
Mr. KENNEDY Mr. President, the Re-

publican budget is anti-education It
sets up too many roadblocks to a
brighter future for the nation’s chil-
dren We should be doing more, not less,
to improve the nation’s public schools.

The budget should reflect our true
national priorities The American peo-
ple give top priority to education, and
Congress should too But, the Repub-
lican education budget goes against
what the American people want by cut-
ting education funding.

Republicans say that they are pro-
education But, there is a massive dis-
parity between their rhetoric and the
reality of their budget Our Republican
colleagues say that they support edu-
cation and children But their current
tax proposal and their current budget
proposal make it very clear that they
are no friends of public education

If Republicans were friends of public
schools, they would not divert $1.6 bil-
lion of scarce resources to private
schools.

They would not cut education by $400
million next year, and prohibit funding
for any new programs.

They would not ignore the pressing
need to repair our crumbling schools—
to train more teachers, to reduce class
sizes, to provide more after-school pro-
grams to keep children off the streets,
away from drugs and guns, and out of
trouble.

They would not propose tax breaks
that benefit wealthy families who send
their children to private schools.

There are many good ideas to im-
prove education that deserve support
We need to increase our investment in
public schools We need to raise aca-
demic standards We need to modernize
school buildings We need to reduce
class size We need to support more
teachers and better training for cur-
rent teachers We need to expand after-
school programs.

Students deserve modern schools
with world-class teachers But too

many students in too many schools in
too many communities across the
country fail to achieve that standard
The latest international survey of
math and science achievement con-
firms the urgent need to raise stand-
ards of performance for schools, teach-
ers, and students alike It is shameful
that America’s twelfth graders ranked
among the lowest of the 22 nations par-
ticipating in this international survey
of math and science.

Schools across the nation face seri-
ous problems of overcrowding Anti-
quated facilities are suffering from
physical decay, and are not equipped to
handle the needs of modern education.

Across the country, 14 million chil-
dren in a third of the nation’s schools
are learning in substandard buildings
Half the schools have at least one un-
satisfactory environmental condition
It will take over $100 billion to repair
existing facilities nationwide.

America’s children are learning in
overcrowded classrooms This year, K–
12 enrollment reached an all-time high,
and it will continue to grow over the
next 7 years Communities will need to
build 6,000 new public schools to main-
tain current class size Due to over-
crowding, schools are using trailers for
classrooms and teaching students in
hallways, closets, and bathrooms Over-
crowded classrooms undermine dis-
cipline and decrease student morale.

In Springfield, Massachusetts, stu-
dent enrollment has increased by over
1,500 students, or 6 percent, in the last
two years, forcing teachers to hold
classes in storage rooms, large closets
and basements.

In addition, too many schools are al-
ready understaffed During the next
decade, rising student enrollments and
massive teacher retirements mean that
the nation will need to hire 2 million
new teachers Between 1995 and 1997,
student enrollment in Massachusetts
rose by 28,000 students, causing a short-
age of 1,600 teachers—without includ-
ing teacher retirements.

The teacher shortage has forced
many school districts to hire
uncertified teachers, and ask certified
teachers to teach outside their area of
expertise Each year, more than 50,000
under-prepared teachers enter the
classroom One in four new teachers
does not fully meet state certification
requirements Twelve percent of new
teachers have had no teacher training
at all Students in inner-city schools
have only a 50% chance of being taught
by a qualified science or math teacher
In Massachusetts, 30% of teachers in
high-poverty schools do not even have
a minor degree in their field.

Incredibly, the Republican budget ig-
nores these pressing needs The Repub-
lican plan cuts funding for education It
refuses to provide key new investments
to improve public education If their
anti-education plan is passed, schools
and students will get even less help
next year than they are getting this
year, just when they need help the
most.

The Republican budget cuts discre-
tionary funding by $1.6 billion below
the President’s budget It cuts funding
for education and Head Start by $1 bil-
lion below the level needed to maintain
current services In fact, it cuts edu-
cation and Head Start funding by $400
million below last year And to make
matters worse, the Republican budget
prohibits funding for new education
programs.

It denies 3.7 million students the op-
portunity to benefit from smaller class
sizes.

It denies 900,000 disadvantaged stu-
dents the extra help they need to im-
prove their reading and math skills.

It denies 400,000 students the oppor-
tunity to attend after-school programs.

It denies 6,500 middle schools serving
5 million students extra help to ensure
that they are safe and drug free.

It denies 1 million students in failing
schools the opportunity to benefit from
innovative reforms.

It denies 3.9 million needy college
students an increase in their Pell
grants.

The Republican anti-education budg-
et does nothing to help recruit and
train qualified teachers.

It does nothing to improve failing
schools by creating Education Oppor-
tunity Zones.

It does nothing to help disadvantaged
students attend college and graduate
from college.

It does nothing to increase funding
for Title I to improve students’ math
and reading skills.

It does nothing to increase funding
for Pell grants.

The challenge in education is clear.
We must do all we can to improve
teaching and learning for all students
across the nation.

That’s why I strongly support the
amendment by Senator MURRAY to re-
duce class size in grades K–3 across the
country. A necessary foundation for
success in school is a qualified teacher
in every classroom, to make sure that
young children receive the individual
attention they need. That’s why it is so
important that we help bring 100,000
new qualified teachers into the public
schools and reduce class size in the ele-
mentary grades.

Research has shown that students at-
tending small classes in the early
grades make more rapid progress than
students in larger classes. The benefits
are greatest for low-achieving, minor-
ity, and low-income children. Smaller
classes also enable teachers to identify
and work effectively with students who
have learning disabilities, and reduce
the need for special education in later
grades.

A national study of 10,000 fourth
graders in 203 school districts across
the country and 10,000 eighth graders in
182 school districts across the country
found that students in small classes
performed better than students in large
classes for both grade levels.

Gains were larger for fourth graders
than eighth graders. Gains were largest
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of all for inner-city students in small
classes—they were likely to advance 75
percent more quickly than students in
large classes.

Another significant analysis called
Project STAR studied 7,000 students in
grades K to 3 in 80 schools in Ten-
nessee. Again, students in small classes
performed better than students in large
classes in each grade from kinder-
garten through third grade. And the
gains were larger for minority stu-
dents.

We also know that overcrowded
classrooms undermine discipline and
decrease student morale.

Many states and communities are
considering proposals to reduce class
size. But you can’t reduce class size
without the ability to hire additional
qualified teachers to fill the additional
classrooms. The federal government
should lend a helping hand.

This year, California Governor Wil-
son proposed to spend $1.5 billion to re-
duce fourth-grade classes to 20 students
or less, after having reduced class sizes
for students in grades K–3 last year.

In Pennsylvania, a recent report by
the bipartisan legislative commission
on urban school restructuring rec-
ommended capping class sizes in kin-
dergarten through grade 3 in urban dis-
tricts at 20 students per teacher.

In Wisconsin, the Student Achieve-
ment Guarantee in Education program
is helping to reduce class size in grades
K–3 in low-income communities.

In Flint, Michigan, efforts over the
last three years to reduce class size in
grades K–3 have led to a 44% increase
in reading scores and an 18% increase
in math scores.

Congress can do more to encourage
all of these state and local efforts
across the country. We can help lead
the way in reducing class size. I urge
my colleagues to support Senator MUR-
RAY’s amendment and to increase our
investment in education. The nation’s
children deserve our support.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
am pleased to support Senator MUR-
RAY’s amendment today to create a re-
serve fund for adding 100,000 public
school teachers and to reduce class
sizes in the early grades to 18 students
per classroom.

CALIFORNIA’S SCHOOLS ARE OVERWHELMED

I come from the State that has some
of the largest class sizes in the Nation
in our public schools. In 1994, Califor-
nia’s schools averaged about 30 stu-
dents per class, the highest in the
country. In 1995–1996, when the average
pupil teacher ratio for all grades, ele-
mentary and secondary in the Nation
was 17.3 students per teacher, in Cali-
fornia, it was 24.0.

In the 1993–1994 school year, in ele-
mentary schools, California had 29.4
students per class while the U.S. aver-
age was 24.1. For secondary schools in
1993–1994, the average California class-
room had 29.7 students while the aver-
age U.S. classroom had 23.6 students,
according to the National Center for
Educational Statistics.

When one computes total teaching
staff per pupil, again, California’s num-
ber are substantially higher than na-
tional rates, says NCES. In 1995–1996,
California’s pupil-teacher ratio was
24.0, compared to the U.S. average of
17.3 pupils per teacher. The 1997 esti-
mate likewise has California exceeding
national rates: California, 22.7 students
per teacher; U.S. 17.0 students per
teacher.

Today, many classes have 40 or more
students per teacher. Our students and
teachers are crammed into every avail-
able closet, cafeteria and temporary
building available. At John Muir Ele-
mentary School in San Bruno, one
class spent much of the year on the
stage of the school’s multipurpose
room as it waited for portable rooms to
arrive. Los Angeles Unified School Dis-
trict has 560,000 seats for 681,000 stu-
dents.

To add to the problem, California
will have a school enrollment rate be-
tween 1997 and 2007 of 15.7 percent, tri-
ple the national rate of 4.1 percent. We
will have the largest enrollment in-
crease of all states during the next ten
years. By 2007, our enrollment will
have increased by 35.3 percent. To put
it another way, California needs to
build seven new classrooms a day at 25
students per class just to keep up with
the surge in student enrollment.

The California Department of Edu-
cation says that we need to add about
327 schools over the next three years,
just to keep pace with the projected
growth. But these phenomenal con-
struction rates will only maintain cur-
rent use. They do not begin to relieve
overcrowding, our current large class
sizes.

Fortunately, California has em-
barked on an effort to reduce class size,
providing state funds to local school
districts to hire more teachers for
grades K through 3. The goal is to cut
class sizes from 28.6 students to no
more than 20 students in grades K
through 3. California is spending $2.5
billion over two years to cut class size
and the annual cost of this reform will
be about $1.5 billion. California has cre-
ated at least 17,000 new classes and
over half of the State’s 1.9 million eli-
gible students are now in classes of 20
or fewer students. A similar federal ef-
fort, like President Clinton’s initiative
and Senator MURRAY’s amendment, can
complement California’s effort.

SMALLER CLASSES IMPROVE LEARNING

Studies show that student achieve-
ment improves when class sizes are re-
duced.

California’s education reforms relied
on a Tennessee study called Project
STAR, in which 6,500 kindergartners
were put in 330 classes of different
sizes. The students stayed in small
classes for four years and then re-
turned to larger ones in the fourth
grade. The test scores and behavior of
students in the small classes were bet-
ter than those of children in the larger
classes. A similar 1997 study by Rand
found that smaller classes benefit stu-

dents from low-income families the
most.

Sandy Sutton, a teacher in Los
Angeles’s Hancock Park Elementary
School, used to have 32 students in her
second grade class. In the fall of 1997,
she had 20. She says she can spend
more time on individualized reading in-
struction with each student. She can
now more readily draw out shy chil-
dren and more easily identify slow
readers early in the school year.

The November 25, 1997, Sacramento
Bee reported that when teachers in the
San Juan Unified School Districts
started spending more time with stu-
dents, test scores rose and discipline
problems and suspensions dropped. A
San Juan teacher, Ralphene Lee, said,
‘‘This is the most wonderful thing that
has happened in education in my life-
time.’’

Other teachers say that students in
smaller classes pay better attention,
ask more questions and have fewer dis-
cipline problems.

A San Diego initiative to bring down
class sizes found that smaller classes
mean better classroom management;
more individual instruction; more con-
tact with parents; more time for team
teaching; more diverse instructional
methods; and a higher morale.

Smaller classes make a difference.
SMALLER CLASSES REQUIRE GOOD TEACHERS

Class sizes cannot be reduced without
hiring more teachers. And these teach-
ers must be trained and credentialed
teachers.

California has 21,000 teachers on
emergency credentials. Unfortunately,
in California nearly 22,000 of the 240,000
public school teachers in California are
not fully credentialed or have not
passed a basic skills test. Half of Cali-
fornia’s math and science teachers did
not minor in those subjects in college,
yet they are teaching. The October 13,
1997, U.S. New and World Report re-
ported that in Los Angeles, ‘‘new
teachers have included Nordstrom
clerks, a former clown, and several
chiropractors.’’

California will need up to 300,000 new
teachers in the next decade because of
our escalating enrollment. A 1996 anal-
ysis by Policy Analysis for California
Education found that my state could
only expect about 9,000 new
credentialed teachers per year in cur-
rent trends continue.

Without good teachers, no plan, how-
ever visionary or revolutionary, can
improve student learning. But sadly, a
November 1997 report card by the Na-
tional Commission on Teaching and
America’s Future ranked California
near the bottom of states in the qual-
ity of our public school teaching force
because we have some of the highest
proportions of uncertified or under-
trained teachers, particularly in math
and science. The Commission defined
‘‘well-qualified’’ as a teacher with full
certification and a major in their as-
signed field. By this measure, only 65
percent of the state’s teachers meet
the standard. Nationally, that figure is
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72 percent. In California, 46 percent of
high school math teaches did not
minor in math. The national average is
28 percent.

CONCLUSION

There is hardly a more worthy en-
deavor than strengthening our schools’
ability to better educate our children.
The Murray amendment before us
today can make an important con-
tribution in partnership with state and
local efforts by providing extra re-
sources to reduce class sizes and hire
more teachers.

Mrs. MURRAY. I yield such time as
she may consume to the Senator from
Illinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Just to put
in context what this debate is and is
not about in regard to Senator MUR-
RAY’s amendment, and there will, of
course, be other amendments on edu-
cation seeking to bring this issue to
the attention of the American people,
and hopefully to give us an opportunity
to actually legislate.

The issue here starts from the fact
that as we went into the budget nego-
tiations, the Republican majority cut
$1.6 billion from the President’s re-
quest for elementary and secondary
education. Unfortunately, this has be-
come not only a partisan debate among
and between the parties here in the
Senate but it really is a debate that, in
my opinion, is kind of like trying to
find out who to blame for the fact that
elementary and secondary education is
not receiving the kind of support na-
tionally it ought to receive.

My mother used to have an expres-
sion, ‘‘When you point a finger at
somebody, you have three pointing
back at yourself.’’ I think nothing de-
scribes this debate around education as
much as that expression. The fact is
that there is an awful lot of finger-
pointing going on in regard to edu-
cation—whose responsibility it is,
whose fault it is, who should do what,
instead of a sense that the real answer
here lies in our ability as a nation to
come together, to work together, to co-
operate, to collaborate, to form part-
nerships to address an issue that is in
our national interests.

There is no question that education
is a core value for our country. It cor-
relates with opportunity, opportunity
not just for individuals but for America
as a whole. That notion of opportunity,
I think, goes to the heart of what it is
about to be an American. Frankly, the
rungs of opportunity are crafted in the
classroom. Public education has made
this the greatest country in the world,
and if we don’t engage in this together
to work out the challenges to public
education, we will see that American
dream erode in our lifetime. I do not
think that is something any American
parent wants to see. I think that every
parent, every citizen, wants to see us
engage, regarding this issue, in ways
that serve the public interests and in
ways that do justice and honor to our
generation’s stewardship of this great
country. That is the core issue, I think,

in all of this debate and in what it is
we are debating with regard to Senator
MURRAY’s amendment, as well as oth-
ers.

First, I will for a moment sketch out
in terms of the dollar value of an edu-
cation, first to individuals. There is no
question; studies have shown us that
high school graduates earn 46 percent
more every year than those who do not
graduate, that college graduates earn
155 percent more every year than those
who do not complete high school, and
over the course of a lifetime the most
educated Americans will earn five
times as much as the least educated
Americans. So education correlates di-
rectly to an individual’s well-being. In
fact, it correlates to almost every indi-
cia of economic and social well-being.
Educational attainment can be tied di-
rectly to income, to health, to the like-
lihood of being on welfare, to the like-
lihood of being incarcerated, and even
to the likelihood of an individual vot-
ing and participating in our democ-
racy.

Education, however, is more than a
tool just to lift people out of poverty or
to give them a better standard of liv-
ing. It is the engine that will drive
America’s economy into the 21st cen-
tury. In a Wall Street Journal survey
last year of leading U.S. economists, 43
percent of them said that the single
most important thing we can do to in-
crease our long-term economic growth
would be to invest more in education,
research, and development. Nothing
else came close to the indicia of what
will help our economy do well. One
economist said, ‘‘One of the few things
that economists will agree upon is the
fact that economic growth is very
strongly dependent on our own abili-
ties.’’

In a recent study by the Manufactur-
ing Institute, the conclusion was
reached that increasing the education
level of workers by 1 year raises the
productivity level in manufacturing by
8.5 percent. So making certain that we
invest in education is something that
we ought to do not just for the children
who will be benefited but for our coun-
try and for the economy as a whole.

There are those who say that is fine,
that is all well and good, but in any
event it is not our job to do. In fact,
this $1.6 billion cut, as Senator MUR-
RAY pointed out, means we will spend
in this budget, this 1998 budget, a full 2
percent on education; 2 percent is the
Federal contribution out of this budget
to education. That is so because a num-
ber of people argue that it is not the
Federal Government’s job to be in-
volved with financially supporting ele-
mentary and secondary education.
They point the finger and say it is
somebody else’s job.

Let’s take a look at who else’s job it
might be. Some of our colleagues say
the economy is doing so well, the
States should do it, that the States are
now in a position to supplement what
they spend on education because they
have surpluses accumulating in their

economy. Well, the truth is that even if
the States were to stretch out, to use
all of their surplus, that would not be
enough money to provide the support
to rebuild crumbling schools, to reduce
class size, to give teachers the tools
they need, to give children what they
need to actually be able to get the kind
of world-class economy that I believe
we have to provide for every American
child.

All but two of the States had at least
some surplus at the end of fiscal year
1997, ranging from a $3.2 billion surplus
in Alaska to a $32 million surplus in
Alabama. My own State of Illinois
ended 1997 with an $806 million surplus.
Of course, the sum total of all the
States’ surpluses at the end of fiscal
year 1997 was $28.2 billion.

In addition—and this is not on the
class size debate but efforts with re-
gard to rebuilding the schools—the
General Accounting Office tells us that
just to bring the schools in this coun-
try up to code we have to spend $112
billion. Well, you don’t have to have a
whole lot of education to do the math
on that one. If all the surpluses taken
together are $28.2 billion, that doesn’t
begin to even address the issue of fund-
ing $112 billion worth of need just to
get the facilities up to code. So if you
are talking again about reducing class
size, as well as fixing crumbling
schools and the other things that the
schools will need, the $28 billion sur-
pluses of the States will not do it.

Assuming that every State were to
maintain its past effort, and in addi-
tion spend every penny of its surplus
on schools, they would still be left with
a huge amount of needs, $153 billion
worth of needs in terms of school con-
struction, and again the costs of reduc-
ing class size.

Then there are those who say, OK, it
is not just the State’s job. In any
event, it is not just the State’s job to
do this. It is really a matter of each
community weighing in and fixing up
their schools. That translates into an
argument that the full costs of edu-
cation or the bulk of the cost of edu-
cation ought to come out of the prop-
erty taxes.

I don’t know if you noticed, but the
property tax is a singularly inelastic
tax—without doubt, the worst place to
try to fund a school system. And what
we have seen over time is that the
property tax has been inadequate to
fund education. In fact, it has given
rise to what Jonathan Kozol referred to
as ‘‘Savage Inequalities.’’ That is to
say, in the communities where the de-
mographics support an easily tapped
property tax, where there are nuclear
power plants or shopping centers, those
communities can afford to support
their schools with relatively little ef-
fort from individual taxpayers, whereas
other school districts where there are a
number of retirees or poor people have
a harder time supporting their schools.
So relying on the property tax alone,
or largely relying on the property
taxes, is one of the reasons why we
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have such a patchwork in terms of the
quality of schools in this country.
There is no coherence. There is no sys-
tematic support for education from the
local property tax. So we have a situa-
tion where the local property tax is
stretched beyond what it can bear in
terms of providing for education. The
States are doing an inadequate job in
support of education, and this budget
gives us all of a 2 percent Federal con-
tribution to that challenge. Small won-
der, Mr. President, that the United
States is beginning to lose ground
worldwide in education.

Just a couple weeks ago we had a re-
port on the performance of students in
this country on math and science
exams. It should have been a wake-up
call to everybody when we found that
the U.S. students, in some categories—
in physics—came in dead last, dead
last. We came in below Slovenia on
mathematics. We are doing poorly on
all of these indicia of international
measurements of competency in the
schools.

Given this patchwork quilt, given the
results of the finger-pointing, small
wonder that our kids are not doing as
well as they should or that they could.
Let me make a point about that. I
think the point has to be made that
our children, American kids, are just
as capable as kids anywhere in the
world of learning, if they are given an
opportunity.

They are as capable of doing as much
as any other community on this plan-
et, if given the opportunity. The direc-
tion that we take, the decisions we
make in this Senate will in large part
determine what direction we take to
get there, to get to the point of giving
them an opportunity. Will we support a
partnership in which we come together
at the Federal, the State, and the local
level? Or will we take the position that
everybody have at it and do the best
job you can, wherever you are, and
make educational opportunity an acci-
dent of geography and an accident of
someone’s situation in life, whether
their parents were born wealthy. I
don’t believe we can afford to waste a
single mind, to waste a single child’s
talent. We have a responsibility as
Americans to come together as parents
and stop this finger pointing, stop this
blame game and put this argument
aside and recognize that it is in our na-
tional security interest that we give
every child the ability to be educated
to the maximum extent of his or her
ability.

Mr. President, I commend Senator
MURRAY for her activity on the Budget
Committee in this regard, for her advo-
cacy for children. She has been an ad-
vocate across the board on a variety of
issues. I submit that there is no issue
on which advocacy can be more impor-
tant than the direction we take in edu-
cation in this country.

I believe the bottom-line question
here is whether or not we are prepared
to face the fact that we cannot go it
alone, we cannot point fingers, and we

cannot allow for a child’s educational
opportunities to depend on the acci-
dent of where they were born. We have
a responsibility to come together as
Americans to make certain that all
levels of government contribute to the
maximum extent we can so that local
governments, parents, communities,
people at the local level can provide
the children who live there with the
best possible opportunity.

We can do better than 2 percent. I
submit that we ought to restore the
$1.6 billion the President proposed, re-
store that to the budget and have a de-
bate on how we send that out to the
States. We ought to be able to send it
to the States and the school districts
without a whole lot of strings or bu-
reaucracy. Nobody is hiring $1.6 billion
worth of new bureaucrats. We are talk-
ing about sending money directly to
benefit the schools. I believe we have
not only an opportunity to do that, but
an obligation to do it. The opportunity
is with us because we have a balanced
budget. After decades of wallowing in
red ink, we have a budget surplus—or
at least we are on a glidepath from def-
icit territory. It seems to me, if we are
going to look at the priorities of this
country, no priority comes higher than
providing for education, no priority
comes higher than providing States
and local communities with the sup-
port they need to give our children a
chance.

Therefore, I commend Senator MUR-
RAY.

I yield the floor.
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I

thank my colleague from Illinois for
putting in perspective what we are
talking about today. The students in
my classroom weren’t Republican,
Democrat, or Independent. They didn’t
say, oh, this is a local issue; oh, this is
a State issue, those Federal people
should not be involved. They looked
around in their classroom and said:
How many kids are in here with me?
Do I get time with my teacher; do I get
personal attention?

As my colleague from Illinois notes,
there is no silver bullet to making edu-
cation better across this country. But
we have to put our efforts in places
where we know they make a difference.
My colleague from Illinois has ad-
dressed tirelessly the issue of crum-
bling schools across the country. And
the issue of safety and the ability to
learn, and the issue of class size, again,
where school buildings simply can’t ex-
pand, where our children are in unsafe
situations. If together we address the
crumbling schools, and class size, and
if we train our teachers with the skills
they need to teach effectively in our
classrooms today and tomorrow, we
will turn public education around.

I know my colleague from Illinois
has heard as much as I have from all
those politicians and leaders who are
saying public education has failed. I
don’t believe public education has
failed. I believe we have failed public
education. We have a responsibility to

turn it around right now, today, in the
Senate. I thank my colleague from Illi-
nois. I yield to her.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wanted to engage in a colloquy
with the Senator from Washington.
Every politician who runs for office
runs on an education platform. I don’t
know a Governor in this country who
hasn’t run on an education platform. I
don’t know a Senator in this country
who hasn’t run on an education plat-
form. Somewhere out there, there is
probably a coroner and a dogcatcher
who will run on an education platform.
And yet education doesn’t have the fi-
nancial support at any level that it
needs to have. That should be evident
in how we are coming in on these inter-
national tests and exams. The response
that I see from all too many of my col-
leagues is to say, as the Senator so elo-
quently put it, public education has
failed, let’s run away from it. The old
runaway response is not a response, be-
cause we can’t afford to triage, to
waste a single child.

Again, I commend my colleague for
requiring some of us to put our money
where our mouths are, that we really
support education and begin to vote for
education and fund education and to
put real meat on the bone of our com-
mitment to public education.

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank my col-
league. I absolutely agree. I believe we
are at a fundamental crossroads in this
country, where we are going to decide
now, today, whether we are going to go
down a narrow path of just letting a
few kids succeed in education across
this country, with vouchers, block
grants, and eliminating the Federal
role altogether; or we can collectively
say, no, not in my country, not in my
home, not in my community, not in my
State.

In this country, where we believe
that public education is critical for
every student, we want to go down the
road that makes a difference. By mak-
ing sure our crumbling schools are
fixed, making sure that there are
teachers who are well-trained, and
making sure there is a number of stu-
dents in a classroom that allows them
to learn those math skills and English
skills they so desperately need in to-
day’s and tomorrow’s economy. I look
forward to working with my colleague
to make sure we go down the right
road and not the wrong road. We will
find out today what the Senate says.

I yield 5 minutes to my colleague
from California.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my colleague
for yielding me this time. Senator
MOSELEY-BRAUN had to leave the floor,
but her leadership on the crumbling
schools initiative has just been incred-
ible. She is the one who called our at-
tention to the fact that if our kids are
going to learn, they have to have de-
cent schoolbuildings. I was saying the
other day we want our kids to learn
about gravity by reading about it in
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the science book, not by having the
ceiling falling on them while sitting in
the classroom.

I say to my colleague, Senator PATTY
MURRAY, how much I have enjoyed
serving with her in the Senate and, be-
yond that, serving with her on the
Budget Committee, because the two of
us believe very strongly, as do a num-
ber of Democratic colleagues. If every-
body is saying children are our prior-
ity, education is a priority, and every-
one is saying this is so important, then
it’s time they voted with us and did
something about it.

When my colleague offered her
amendment on children in the commit-
tee, suddenly our Republican col-
leagues were not there. I am hoping
they are having second thoughts and
that when we get to the vote on her
amendment, they will come here and
support it. We need bipartisanship on
this issue.

Now, I think it’s interesting, as we
look back on the Federal role in edu-
cation, to recognize the President who,
in my opinion, did more for the Federal
role in education than anyone else, in
terms of winning public approval for it,
and that was President Dwight D. Ei-
senhower. Senator MURRAY is a little
younger than I am, and I think about
that now and then, but I well remem-
ber when the Russians launched the
Sputnik and the Americans sat back
and said: How could this be? We were
the ones who had the educated work
force. We were the ones who had the
new technology. How could it be that
they could get ahead of us in this way?
Dwight Eisenhower came forward, a
Republican President with broad bipar-
tisan support, and said the following:
‘‘The education of our children is just
as important to our national security
as the size of our military budget.’’ He
pushed for the National Defense Edu-
cation Act.

I say to my colleague, we are follow-
ing in those footsteps with a series of
amendments we will be offering—Sen-
ator MURRAY on class size, Senator
MOSELEY-BRAUN on crumbling schools,
myself on after school, and Senator
DODD on child care. We are following in
the footsteps of a Republican Presi-
dent, who recognized in the 1950s that
we have to do something about edu-
cation.

Now, in terms of my colleague’s
amendment, I am very proud to sup-
port it. I want to say a thank you not
only to her, which I have done, but to
our President, because our President
shared with us his vision of 100,000 new
teachers in schools, and everybody sat
back and said that is a goal we ought
to attain. At least the vast majority of
the American people—and we will find
out if it is a majority of this body—
said yes. This is the same President
who had the goal of putting 100,000 po-
lice on the street. If you put 100,000 po-
lice on the street, which I have strong-
ly supported—what happened in Cali-
fornia is that we have a 20 percent re-
duction in crime because we have com-

munity police. If you listen to those
community police, let me tell you
what they will say. I have had many
townhall meetings throughout my
State. They say to me: ‘‘Senator, we
have to prevent a lot of these problems
before they start.’’ Yes, we can help.
But the fact is, once a child gets into
the juvenile justice system, sometimes
we can’t turn them around. So we do
need to give our children something to
say yes to. And law enforcement looks
at these measures—in my State at
least—with great support.

I have an after-school bill that I will
be offering. We know that, in Califor-
nia, when we give the kids something
to say yes to in after-school pro-
grams—we give mentoring, tutoring,
help with homework, and we bring in
business and they learn on computers—
their performance has gone up 75 per-
cent in Sacramento’s START program
and in L.A.’s BEST. There has been a 75
percent increase in performance. Now,
we can’t expect that for every child,
but this is the experience that we are
having.

I submit to my colleague that when
you put a child in a smaller class where
that child doesn’t get lost in the shuf-
fle, where that child gets the individual
attention from the teachers, from the
teacher’s aide, it makes an enormous
difference. I sometimes think a lot of
our kids’ problems are overlooked be-
cause the teachers cannot possibly, if
they have a class of 40 children, pick up
every nuance and problem a child is
having in learning or in their social be-
havior. That issue has come to the
floor lately.

I say to my friend in closing that, in
California, in a bipartisan way, the
Governor, the superintendent of public
instruction, from different parties, all
agreed that we should lower class sizes
in the lower grades. We do not have the
official studies because this is a new
program. But the reports that are com-
ing back are extraordinary. The stories
we are hearing from the children, from
the parents, from the teachers, from
the principal, from our Governor, who
is a Republican, from our superintend-
ent of public instruction, who is a
Democrat, all of what we are hearing is
positive. It’s not really rocket science
to figure out that, if you can spend
more time with each child, you are
going to have a better result.

So, again, I say to my colleague how
much I enjoy working with her. She
has put children first from the moment
she came on to the Senate floor. It has
been a breath of fresh air for all of us.
I really look forward to helping her
with this amendment. If we do not suc-
ceed today, if the other side puts up
procedural hurdles and tells us you
need 60 votes, I hope you will keep
bringing this issue back again and
again and again—for one reason: The
parents want it, the children need it,
and America supports it.

I thank my colleague and I yield the
floor.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes remaining.

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank my colleague
for her tremendous leadership on this
issue. There is nobody from the other
side on the floor here. If they can find
the chairman, we would like to find out
what their intent is on this vote.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
concurred with the minority regarding
an agenda from now until some time
after 4 o’clock this afternoon. And I
would like to propose it by way of a
consent decree which I understand is
satisfactory to the other side.

I ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing be the sequence of amendments
debated between now and 4 p.m. today,
and that a vote occur on or in relation
to the Murray amendment at 2:20 p.m.,
with the time prior to 2:20—5 minutes—
to be equally divided between Senator
MURRAY and Senator DOMENICI or his
designee. I further ask unanimous con-
sent that the Gregg amendment No.
2167, and the Dodd amendment No.
2173—that votes occur on or in relation
to the remaining above listed amend-
ments beginning at 4 p.m., with 2 min-
utes of debate between each vote for an
explanation, and with no second-degree
amendments in order prior to the votes
at 4 p.m.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. I apologize to the
Senate for the lack of business in the
last few moments. We had some amend-
ments that we had to clarify with spon-
sors. So let me continue and make sure
we are clear on the unanimous consent
that I have proposed. Let me start over
since none of it had been granted.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following be the sequence
of amendments debated between now
and 4 p.m. today, and that a vote occur
on or in relation to the Murray amend-
ment at 2:20 p.m. with the time prior to
2:20 being equally divided between Sen-
ator MURRAY and Senator DOMENICI or
his designee; that regarding the Gregg
amendment, No. 2168, and the Dodd
amendment, No. 2173, votes occur on or
in relation to those amendments begin-
ning at 4 p.m., with 2 minutes of debate
between each vote for explanations,
with no second-degree amendments in
order prior to the vote at 4 p.m.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. DOMENICI. Parliamentary in-

quiry. Are we scheduled to go in recess
at 12:30?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, we will recess for
the caucus luncheons at 12:30.

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me say we now
have a starting list of about 12 amend-
ments. When we start at 2:15, I will
make sure everybody knows what they
are. We are asking that we sequence
them in some way so we know where
we are going. Frankly, I think either
we are going to have to be relieved of
some time on the resolution or we are
going to stay in tonight and use some
time because we really have to finish
this this week.

Mr. President, let me use the remain-
ing time that I have, with Senator
MURRAY having half of the 5 minutes,
to debate her amendment prior to the
vote.

First, let me say I understand the
sincerity and the genuine concern that
the distinguished Senator who proposes
this amendment has expressed here on
the floor, and that she genuinely and
generally expresses with reference to
education. But I think it is very inter-
esting; we all want to educate our chil-
dren, but it seems that we are having a
little trouble with math, mathematics,
adding and subtracting, right here on
the floor of the Senate.

I have read and reread the amend-
ment of the distinguished Senator, and
I cannot find any way that it truly
means anything with reference to
classroom size. A reserve fund is set up
and there is nothing in it, zero. There
are no dollars, there are no taxes, there
are no statements that we should cut
certain programs. As a matter of fact,
this amendment says at sometime in
the future we sure hope Congress will
find a way to cut spending someplace,
perhaps cut a mandatory program, that
is an entitlement, someplace; or per-
haps increase taxes sometime. Then it
says: Put those in this reserve fund,
this box, and we will spend it for reduc-
ing classroom sizes.

That is very interesting. If somebody
thinks he or she is going to tell the
American people that Senators who
vote against this measure voted
against a reduction in classroom size,
then just take it from me, we will put
an ad right up under that that says,
‘‘The program had no money in it, no
way to pay for it, did not have enough
courage to say what program you
would cut or which taxes you would
raise. It just said, I am for—and I
want—and I hope—and I wish—and it
would be great if we have—a reserve
fund someday, if we use it for class-
room size reduction.’’

That is essentially the amendment.
It is out of order under the Budget Act
and under the processes, and we will
raise that point. The vote will be on
whether or not it is out of order, for I
assume the distinguished Senator will
move to waive it. But I cannot find it.

Normally, you set up a reserve fund
and you say, We are going to put taxes
in this reserve fund or receipts from
someplace, or we say, We are going to
cut certain entitlement programs and
use that money for some program,
project or activity. What has happened
here is the following: No one yet on
that side of the aisle who wants to
spend more money than required in
this budget resolution has found a way
to cut any program to pay for it—not
yet. I have been looking. There are al-
ready a series that I have looked at.
None cut any program to pay for a
higher priority program.

Second, none say, even though we in-
sist on keeping a balanced budget, and
they do also, these amendments—they
don’t want to break that balanced
budget era we have—nonetheless, the
amendments go right back to the era
when we had programs for which we did
not know how to pay. I defy anyone to
tell me how we are going to pay for
this program if we ever did it.

Frankly, that is a statement of
where we are. The same is going to be
true for the amendment of my good
friend, Senator DODD, on child care.
They found a way to set up a reserve
fund with nothing in it and they say,
‘‘When something happens, then we
will pay for this wonderful program for
the American people.’’ I use that word
in its fairest sense. Some people think
these programs ought to be paid for by
the Federal Government. I do not.

I just want you to look at one chart.
Everybody can look at it here. The
business of classroom size in the
United States is the business of the
sovereign States of America, and they
know there is a problem. Mr. Presi-
dent, they are spending more and more
money in the school districts across
America to reduce class size than on
almost anything else they are doing,
and they are doing a wonderful job of
it. This simple chart up here says from
1960 to 1996 classroom sizes have been
reduced 51 percent, from 25.8 to 17.6.
That is the green line. That is because
the red line shows how many more
teachers have been added. Not because
we are paying for them at the national
level, but because our States are pay-
ing for them and the school boards are
paying for them. In New York, where
the cities pay for it, they are paying
for it.

Now we are going to come along in
an amendment and try to tell the
American people if you don’t vote for
this, you are against education, which
amendment has no way of paying for
the teachers. These States cannot do
that. You know that green line did not
come about because somebody set up a
reserve fund and said if we ever find
that we raise taxes, we can put the
taxes in that reserve fund—‘‘if’’—or we
can cut some other program and put
that in there—‘‘if.’’ You know that
green line would not have come down
one bit if that is what States said. That
is what we are saying here today.

The truth of the matter is the teach-
er ratio is coming down and it is com-

ing down dramatically. Frankly, I am
not very impressed with Senator after
Senator from whatever side of the aisle
coming down here and essentially say-
ing, ‘‘Education is not going well in
America and we know how to fix it up
here in Washington. What we ought to
do is have a new program, a new man-
date.’’ But this one is even worse than
that, because it suggests we ought to
do that, and there is no money to do it,
which is a very interesting phenome-
non—if you can help education without
putting any money into a program but
saying you wish it would happen.

The truth of the matter is that the
National Center for Educational Sta-
tistics, commonly known as NCES,
projects that trend is going to continue
and, I might say, continue without
anybody ever having thought the Fed-
eral Government would start paying
for reducing classroom size. They esti-
mate, in their publication, that by the
year 2006 there will be as many as 3
million K–12 public school teachers, an
additional 16 percent over the 1996
number. This same organization, high-
ly renowned, says that the pupil-teach-
er ratios will continue to decline and
they will continue to drop as low as
15.4 in the year 2006, an 11 percent de-
crease from 1996. And, Mr. President
and fellow Senators, let me repeat:
They did not expect that the Federal
Government would get involved in tell-
ing these schools how they can reduce
class size.

Let me also suggest this is an inter-
esting reserve fund in another way, be-
cause it proposes to fund a program
that is unknown. The President sug-
gests that there be this program. And,
incidentally, for those who wondered
how he paid for it—for he paid for it—
he paid for it out of the cigarette tax,
the settlement. But the budget office
said you can’t do that, because in doing
that you break the budget. But he did
plan to pay for it. Let me suggest that
NCES projects these without ever con-
templating that the United States of
America would get involved in paying
for pupil-teacher ratio reductions.

Where is the program? The White
House has not sent up their program,
but let me tell you there is a formula
about. For Senators who might think
this amendment is determinative of
something—I don’t believe it is deter-
minative of anything, but let’s assume
you really think it might be—then I
suggest you might not like the pro-
posal if it was to be carried out, be-
cause, since 20 States have invested ad-
ditional funds in targeted efforts to re-
duce class size, that means that under
the formula they are not even given
credit for that. They are penalized, for
more money goes to States that have
not done that. You know if we get a
bill, if ever—and I don’t think it will
ever happen that we get a bill on the
floor of the Senate that attempts to
get the U.S. Government into deter-
mining class sizes—you know that the
formula is not going to work. But there
is no bill, no substance. Nobody has



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2797March 31, 1998
written the flesh on the bones that will
tell us what kind of program this is.

Senator MURRAY does not know how
much or how it is paid for. The Presi-
dent’s plan actually estimates $12 bil-
lion over 7 years —$12 billion. If that is
the plan, I wonder why the sponsors
—and there are more than one—don’t
look through the budget and find $12
billion to spend. I wonder why they
don’t say maybe we are going to in-
crease taxes to pay for it. Is the era of
balanced budgets gone? Are we going to
come up with a program we don’t know
how to pay for and try to let somebody
think it is a real, vital, operative set of
words called a ‘‘reserve fund’’ that will
get anything done about classroom
size?

Frankly, I am very grateful that to
this point in our history we have not
asked the Federal Government to do
this kind of thing. I am very grateful
because, as a matter of fact, everything
they get into of this type ends up with
more bureaucracy, more redtape, more
mandates on the States than do most
programs that truly produce beneficial
results.

But I am also thankful we are not in
it because the States and school dis-
tricts see the problem. They do not
come up to the floor of the Senate
when the problem is getting solved.
They start solving it. They didn’t start
solving this problem when we were al-
ready down to about 16.8, they started
solving it when it was 25. So it is obvi-
ous to me that there is a reason for
this amendment being subject to a
point of order. That point of order
should be sustained.

I am not going to second-degree
amendments which should fall by a
point of order, because I believe that is
what we should do to them: One by one,
every one that is subject to that, like
this one is, we ought to quickly not
waive the budget process and not waive
the rules of the Senate and say the pro-
gram just doesn’t fit. Having said that,
I will have 21⁄2 minutes later. Let me
conclude.

Mr. President, I do want to say to the
distinguished Senator, Senator MUR-
RAY, I, too, was a schoolteacher—not
with the great prowess and experience
that she had, but I taught one of those
subjects we are all worried about,
mathematics. I taught that. I didn’t
take political science; I took chemistry
and math. I don’t know how that pre-
pared me to be a Senator, but I did
teach algebra and arithmetic. Frankly,
it is hard work. Frankly, believe it or
not, I believe I taught every single
child in my class who knew how to add
and subtract—I believe I taught them
algebra.

Frankly—God forbid—I have to tell
you, I had 44 students in each class. I
am not suggesting we do that. I am de-
lighted to see this green line. In fact,
for some of our children—and our
States are on to this, too—with great
disabilities, we are going to have to do
better than this. And they are, they
are. They are doing better than this.

Let me just close by suggesting that
if this program which is encapsulated
in these reserve language words is as
important as my good friend contends,
then it would seem to me we ought to
find some other program in the U.S.
Government’s litany of programs—
which is still around 2,600 and grow-
ing—we ought to find some programs
we could terminate or cut to pay for it.
As a matter of fact, the entitlement
programs of America, while somewhat
under control, are a burgeoning part of
the American budget. Essentially, if
you want a real reserve fund, you
ought to be able to find something in
this enormous number of billions of
dollars of entitlement programs that is
a little less important than the pro-
gram the distinguished Senator says is
so important.

Frankly, I do not in any way contend
that we know that classroom size is
the answer to every issue. I don’t want
to get into a debate on that. We will
just accept the Senator’s language and
words about how important it is. But
there is a growing dispute, nonetheless,
between competent schools of academ-
ics and education, as to whether the
current problem in the American
schools is as much related to classroom
size as one of the other groups says.
There is one group of experts who say
it is not as important as some other
things.

The reason I say that is because that
is exactly the kind of thing we should
not be resolving up here. It is right at
the State legislatures, it is right in the
offices of superintendents and boards of
education, and it is not right in Wash-
ington with another Washington-based
program.

I see that the time for recessing has
arrived. I will be asking Senators to
concur with me that this amendment
should fall because it is subject to a
point of order under our rules, and in
this case the rules make great sense,
for to vote on a program like this as if
it did something, as if there was real
money in it, as if there was a way to
find real money—our processes are
pretty good when they say that kind of
amendment, for whatever reason, is
subject to a point of order in the Sen-
ate.

I yield the floor.
Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask

for 5 minutes off the budget time on
the Democratic side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Time is up. I under-
stand there is an order to go into re-
cess.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, we were to be in re-
cess at 12:30.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask for the regular
order. I will be glad to give her some
additional time when the amendment
comes up again. I think we are sup-
posed to go into recess right now.

RECESS UNTIL 2:15 P.M.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will
stand in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, at 12:31 p.m., the Senate
recessed until 2:14 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
COATS).
f

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEARS 1999,
2000, 2001, 2002, AND 2003

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution.

AMENDMENT NO. 2165

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous agreement, there are 5
minutes of debate equally divided on
the amendment that is pending.

Who yields time?
Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mrs. MURRAY. Thank you, Mr.

President.
Mr. President, the amendment that

we will vote on shortly simply puts in
place a deficit-neutral reserve fund for
class-size improvement, especially in
the early grades. And, it would use as
an offset anything we designate over
the coming year in available manda-
tory savings or revenues, except for to-
bacco revenues.

I know that the chairman is going to
say that this reserve fund has no
money and it has not set up any spe-
cific policy on class size reduction. He
is absolutely right. It is exactly what
he has done in his budget with the to-
bacco reserve fund and with the tax cut
fund. I have learned from him that if
we want priorities within our budget,
this is the way we go about it.

Education is a priority. As I pointed
out this morning, 2 percent of our
budget goes to education. At a time
when parents and families and commu-
nities and States are struggling with
this issue. Parents say to us that they
want their children’s class sizes re-
duced. I have talked to parents, I have
talked to students, teachers, prin-
cipals. Down the road, they say, this is
going to make an important difference
in our children’s education.

I think the most important thing to
remember is what every parent says to
their child when they come home on
the first day of school. They ask two
questions: Who is your teacher? and
how many students are in your class-
room? because they know that the best
qualified teacher, the best trained
teacher will make a difference for their
child, and they know that the number
of students who are in that classroom
will make a difference in their child’s
ability to learn and be productive and
get the skills they need to grow up and
get a job and be a positive member of
our economy and society in the future.

Budgets are not just about today.
Yes, we have a balanced budget before
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